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SENATE. 

TUESDAY, June fJ2, 1909. 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a . m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. IDysses G. B. Pierce, D.' D. 
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved. 

PETITIONS .AND MEMOI:IALS. 

Mr. JONES presented a petition of the 'Pacific Coast Lumber 
Manufacturers' .Association, of Washington, praying that an 
appropriation be made to enable the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to pass upon the reasonableness of :rates charged by 
various railroad companies for the transportation of freight, 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. ROOT presented a petition of sun-dry citizens of James
town, N. Y., praying for the repeal of the duty on hides and 
sole leather, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also p1·esented a petition of Manhattan Council, No. 15, 
Junior Order United .American Mechanics, of New Yorlc City, 
N. Y., praying for the adoption of the so-called "0Yerman 
amendment " to the present tariff bill increasing the capitation 
tax .on immigrants from $4 to $10, which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

Mr. OWEN. I present resolutions adopted at a meeting of 
the Oklahoma Traffic Association, held at Guthrie, Okla., which 
I ask may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no olJjection, the resolutions were referred to the 
Committee on Commerc:e and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows : 

Senator ROBERT L. OWE~, 
Washington, D . C. 

GGTHIIIE, OKLA., Jtl1l6 12, 1909. 

SIB: At a recent meeting of the Oklahoma Traffic Association the 
following resoluti-0ns were adopted, to wit : 

Whereas under tbe laws of the nited States only steamships of 
American registry are permitted to handle freight and passengers be
tween two ports in the United States, thereby preventing the freest 
competition between water carriers; and 

Whereas this restricted -competition has made it possible for the rail 
carriers, through the ownership of some steamship lines a.nd through 
threats of refusal to participate with other independent water lines in 
the bulk of the through traffic, to absolutely control the freight rates of 
the water carriers operating between Atlantic and Gulf ports to such 
extent as to frequently increase the freight rates of such water carriers 
far bcj'ond a profitable basis for the service involved, to the detriment 
and often to the distress of the citizens .of the southwestern portion of 
the United States; and 

Whet·eas the United States Government not only establishes and im
proves but actually maintains the ports of entry of such water carriers, 
dredging channels, constructing and maintaining buoys, light-houses, 
and so forth, at the expense of the taxpayers, with the idea of cheapen
ing transoortation charges for the benefit of all the people; and 

Whereas the control of. water rates between the various United States 
ports has not been specifically placed under the jul"isdiction of the In
terstate Commerce Commission, in the belief that competition on the 
high seas between numerous water carriers would serve to sufficiently 
reducif such transportation charges : and 

Whereas the very reverse of this condition has resulted, and rates 
are steadily being increased by the coastwise water carriers : Now there
foi·e be it · 

Resolved, That we urgently request the Congress of the United States 
to pa s an act at the earliest poss ible moment remedying the conditions 
above recited by placing under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Com
merce Commission the control of rates and charges for the transporta
tion of freight and passengers by all steamers engaged in the United 
States coa.stwise -trade, and that we call upon· all other interests in the 
Southwest, as well as any other sections of the United States where 
similar conditions exist, to aid us in securing this legislation. 

As members of tbc state administration of the State of Oklahoma, we, 
the undersigned, wish to add our request to the above res.olutions, that 
you use all proper efforts in an endeavor to see that the sense of said 
resolutions be made into law. 

Respectfully, 
C. H . Haskell, governor ; Bill Cross, secretary of state; 

!IL E. Trapp, state auditor; Charles West. attorney
general ; J . A. Menefee, treasurer; Charle_, A. Taylor; 
state examiner and inspector; J. E. Love, chairman 
corporation commission; A. P. Watson, corporation 
commission ; J. J . McAUster, corporation commission · 
E. D. Connant, superintendent public instruction; 
M. J. Kane, chief justice; J". J. Dunn, associate jus
tice; R. L . Williams, associate justice; John B. Tur
ner, associate justice; S. W. Hayes, associate justice; 
Henry !II. Funvan. presiding judge circuit court of 
appeals; Thomas H. Doyle, judge circuit court of ap
peals ; Henry G. Baker, judge circuit com·t of appeals; 
W. H. L. Campbell, clerk supreme court; Kate Barn
ard, committee charities and corrections; W. G. Ash
ton, assistant commissioner of labor; F. J. McComb, 
insurance commissioner. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, a.nd referred as "follows: 

By l\lr. SUTHERLAND : 
A bill ( S. 2644) making an appropriation for the redemption 

of an internal-revenue stamp; to the Committee on .Appropria
tions. 

.A bill ( S. 2645) granting an increase of penston to Wi1liam 
.Armstrong ; 

.A bill (S. 2646) granting a pension to Jacob S. Boremnn; nnd 
A bill (S. 2647) granting a pension to Elizabeth Henry (with 

the accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. HALE: 
A bill (S. 2648) granting a pension to Nannie B. Butler; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL. 

l\fr. BURTON submitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bil1 (H. R. 143 ) to proTtde re>enue, 
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the Unitetl 
States, and for other :purposes, which were or<lered to lie on 
the table and be printed. 

AMELIA L. DICK BOYD. 

1\11·. BURTON submitted the foUowing resolution ( S. Re~. 
59), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Ex1Jenses of the Senate: 

Senate resolution GO. 
Resol?:cd, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he is bereb.r, 

authorized and dh·ected to p:ay to Amelia L. Dick Boyd, widow of 
Charles W. Boy-0, late a laborer of the United States Senate, a sum 
equal to six months' salary at the rate he was receiving by law at 
tbe time of nis demise, said sum to be considered as including funeral 
expenses and all other ul.lowances. 

TA.XA.TION OF CORPORATIONS. 
0

1\Ir. BULKELEY. I hold in my hand part 1 of a report of the 
Commissioner of Corporations on Taxation of Corporations, <leal
ing with the system of corporate taxation in the New EnglfilJ<l 
States, and published by the Department of Commerce aml 
Labor. .A very limited edition was i sued. I ask that 1,000 
copies be printed as a document for the use of the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, tlle order will 
be made. 

Mr. BULKELEY. It is suggested that I should ask for the 
printing of 2,000 instead of 1,000 copies. 

l\fr. SMOOT. Does the Senator know what the expense 
will be? 

.Mr. BULKELEY. The estimate is $166. The estimate was 
made by the p rinting clerk in the Secretary's office. 

There being no objection, the order was reduced to writing 
and agreed to, as follo,vs : 

01·dereci, That 2,000 copies of a paper, Taxation of Corporations, 
pa.rt 1, New England, be printed as a document, and that the usual 
number be not printed. 

THE 'l'ARIFF.
1 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed, and 
the first bill on the calendar will be proceeded with. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide reTenue, equaJi.ze 
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. .ALDRICH. I shonlcl like to dispo e of a few formal 
amendments before the discus ion of the hide question is pro
ceeded with. 

Mr. McLAURIN. I wn.nted to make some observations in 
reply to what had been said yesterday evening against my 
amendment. If the chairman has any formal amendments to 
present, I will wait until those ru·e disposed of, if they will lead 
to no discussion. 

Mr. CULLO~l. Then there will be moTe Senators here to 
hear the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr . .ALDRICH. If the Senator wants to go on, I will not 
insist. 

Mr. McL.AURIN. That is all right. I wish to make some 
observations further along in reply to the objections that were 
made to my _amendment yesterday by the Senator from Virginia 
[l\ir. DANIEL]. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that tlle 
Senator from Rhode I sl.and desires the floor. 

Mr . .McLAURIN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ALDRICH. I was making the request that the committee 

might be able to dispose of some amendments to which there 
will be no objection. They are merely formal amendments. 
I do not want to take up any amendment that will lead to dis
cussion ; but if Senators desire to proceed with the discu sion 
of the hide question, I certainly have no objection. 

Mr. McL.AURIN. I have no objection to the Senator from 
Rhode Island proceeding with his formal amendments. I think 
the chairman of the committee ought to be permitted to do o. 

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. 'l?Jie Secretary will call the roll .. 
The Secretary called the roll, ami the following- Senators 

answered ta their names: 
Aldrich Cullom Hughes Page-
Bacon Cummins .Tohns:on, N. Dali:. Paynter 
Bailey Curtis. J 01'1.nston:,. Ala:. Pe.ru;ose 
Beveridg_e Davis Jones Perkins: 
Borah Dick Kean Piles 
Briggs Dillingham La Follette Root 
Bristow Dixon McCumbe.L" Scott 
Bulkeley Dollivec McElnery Smoot 
Burrows Elkins McLaurtn Stone 
Eurton Fletehec Martin:. Sutheria:nd 
4l::arter Flint Money Taliaferro 
Chamberlain. Fostec Nelson, Taylor 
Clapp Frye Nixon Tillman 
Clru.'k, Wyo. Hale Oliver Warner-
Crawford Heyburn Overma:n Warren: 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Sfxty Senators- nave answered! to 
the roll e11Il. l!J.. quorum of tile Senate is preserrtl. 

l\lr. McrLAURIN. I should l:i'ke to- ask the Senator from 
Rhode Island to yield to me until I can have a couection made 
of the amendment wb1ffi I offered. I ask that: the-wonl "para
graph" be put i:i:l the place of "oill" and that ilie words "and 
calves"' be added rn the amendment at the- pffint indicated frr 
pencil. 

The VICEl-PRESIDEl"'ifT. The amendment to the amendment 
is modified f:>y cha.ngmg tlie word "'bill" to the word " -para
graph ,,. and by inserting the- words " a:nd calves •r after the 
word " cattl~." 

1\Ir. ALDRICH. In paragraph 61, on page 15r refined salt
peter was taken :from the fi·ee fist by the action of the Senate, 
and it will be necessary that this amendment should be disposed 
of. I ask that the paragraph may be reconsidered and tne 
amendment reconsideTed. 

The VICEPR"ESIDEJNT. Is there objection to. the request of 
the Senator from Rhode Island? The Ohail:'. hears none, and 
It is s0 ordered. 

The SECRETARY: On. page 15', paragraph 61, resto1·e the· House 
text. 

The committee some time since offe1-ed an amendment to 
paragraph 8<t imposing specific d\1ties upon Keene's eement. 
If there is no objection. r would be gla<t to dispose of· that. It 
is: a; matter which the Senator from Kansas [Mr. BRrsrrow] is 
somewhat interested in_ 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senat0:r from Rhode Island 
offers an amendment to paragraph 86, which will be read_ 

The SECRETARY. On. page- 20 strike out an of line 12. and 
insert the following: 

ff vahred :rt $10 per ton or lt!s:s, ig·_o-0- per ton:; if valued above $10 
and not abQve $15: per ten~ $5 per to.n.; if valued above $15: and: not 
above $30 per fan, 10 per ton; if valued above $30 per ton~ $14 per 
ton. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The questiOill is Olli agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I should. like to inquire if the amendment in
creases. tire t1 uty 'l 

Mi:~ .ALDRICH. The ptrrpo1'le of the committee was fa ~ 
specific duties which were equivalent. to the 35 per cent ad 
valorem. 

JUr. BRISTOW. I. run n&t paying any special attention to it, 
except that I do not want to vote for any inc.rease of" duties. 

Mr. ALDRICH. It is merely to change from ad valorem to 
specific,. with the intention on the pal!'t of tll-e committee· to· make 
it equivalent. 

The- amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ALDRICH. To: pa.ragra.-ph 157, page 53,, the committee 

Qffered' an amendm-ent some time: siuce fi:x:ing the rate of dnty 
at 40 per cent ad valorem. The manufactures of the country, 
while not very many of. them ill number, a.lie quite important. 
The manufacturers of St. Louis and other parts of the- coun
try suggest that a. rate of 40 pei: cent is 5, per eent less· than. the 
rate on the iron ore from which they are made, and they· ai·e 
very anxious that the duty should be :restored to 45 pel!' cent ad 
valorem. I ask that the paragrar>h as adopted by the: Senate 
may be· read--

The SECRETARY. Paragraph 157 as a substitute for the House 
paragraph reads as follows: Mr. ALDRICH. In. paragraph 65,. page rn .. I ask. that the 

following amendment may be adopted. 157 Table kitchen, amt Jrospttal uterurlls,, or other s:fmiiar hollowware, 
The' VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will i-~ s-=~·ted- Qf bron or steel .. enameled or glazed with vitrous glasses,, but not- or-

U-t:: b(1_ - namented or decOl'.ated with lithographic or other printing, 40 per 
The SECRETARY. In. paragraph 65-,, page 16", line 11, after th-e cent ad valorem. 

word " foregoing,,. and before th~ semi.colon,. insert the words Mi·" ALDRICH.. I. a.sk that '" 40 per cent n be. m:ade " 45 
"wholly or partly manufactured." per cent." r. will say, if it develops subsequently that that 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection t(} agreeing to rate is toe high,. it will be taken eare of in the Senate or in 
the ame.ndmeRt? The Ohair h~s noner and the- amendmatt is conference. The claim."made by the manufacturers of this ware 
agreed to. that the rate certainly ought not to be less than the rate on 

1\Ir. ALDRICH. I ask that p:rragraph 53, on page 13,. which iron and stee1 is proper... r n.sk, therefore •. tha.t the amendment 
was passed o"\l'er, may be agreed to~ be made. 

The VI.CE-PRESIDENT. . rs. there objection to agreeing to '.Ji.'he VICE-RRESIDEl'lT" The amendment wr'll be stated. 
paragraph 5&-zinc; oxide of?, The Ohair hears no objection, The SECRETARY. Before the words " per cen.t," strike out 
and the paragraph is- agreed to. " forty" and inse:rt m lieu " forty-five." 

l\Ir . .ALDRICH. Paragraph 88 was passed over at the re- The amendment was agreed to. 
quest of the Senater from Ohio [Mr. BUBTON], I think. I The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objeetion, the paragraph 
will suggest to the Senator from Ohio that he permit the. pru:a- as amended is agreed to. 
graph to be- agreed to. Mr. ALDRICH. TheJ:e are two o-r three items h1 the free 

:Mr. BURTON. I will state that I desire to be heaYd in be- list that r should like to have disposed of. Paragraph 488 was 
half of placing crude o:sphalt on the> free· list, and also there is passed over, and I ask that it may be agreed to. -
another amendment ta the para.graph relating to fuller's earth. The SECRETARY. On page 196, paragraph 488, " arsenic and 
According to· the report f11om the Trea.sucy Department, there sulphide of arsenic, or orpiment. "' 
fs some difficulty in diScriminating between the- crude fuller's Mr .. JONES. Before that is agreed to, I have an amendment 
earth and that which is w:rought or manufactured. It has pending which I should like to offer- at the proper time. 
been suggested that the same phraseology be adopted as that in Mr. ALDRICH.. The committee are· yery strongly of the idea 
mre with reference to crude a.sphaltum not dried or advanced in that arsenic certainly should be upon the fFee list. It is illrgely 
any mmmer.. On page 21,. lines 10- and 11, I move to.· strike out used by the farmers throughout the country as a destructive. 
the words "unwrought and unmanufactured" and insert "if Mr. JONES. I want to present reasons why it should not 
not dried 01~ otherwis-e advanced in, any manner," and then in be en the free list, when tlie propel'. time comes. 
lines 11 and 12 to insert "dried or· othei:wise advanced in any Mr. ALDRICH. It is used for destroying insects very largely 
manner," so that the paragraph may have the same phraseology all through the country. 
pertaining to fuller's. earth wmch it contains with referenee to Mr~ JONES. I understand that, I . will state to, the· Senator. 
crude asphaltum. Mr. ALDRICH., The Senator desires not to have it disposed 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The· Ohair does: not" understand of now? . 
the Senator as offering the amendment l\f.r. JONES. Yes; I ask that it may go- over, to be taken up 

l\fr. BURTON. That is what I desire. I prefer the para- m regruar order~ 
graph be not agreed to at this time. . j Mr. TILLMAl"'I{. I. ask tlle- Senator from Rhede Island wh~ther 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The paragraph remains . passed Paris green is on the free- list? Paris green is a produet of 
o-ver. arsenic, and it is the commercial article which is used by the 

1\Ir. CLAPP. While the Sena.tor from. Rhode Island is dis- farmers to kill potato- bugs. We can not get along without it. 
posing of these- minor matters, would he have any objection at Mr- ALDRICH. Arsenic in various forms is used as an in-
this time to disposing of paragraph 262 and of withdrawing the secticide. 
Senate committee amendment in reference to the drawback on l\llr. TILLMAN. I know·; but London purple and Paris green 
ell cake? are the two commercial articles which we use to. kill ins€cts. 

1Ur. ALDRICH. The committee wnl consider that :in eon- Mr. ALDRICH. I wish: the Senator would pr.epare· an amend-
uection wifh the genera:! drawback provision. b ment to cover that particular ai·ticler 
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l\fr. TILLlf.AN. I do not know that it needs any preparation~ 
We can very easily look it up. If the Senator will give it to 
me, I will fix one to put both on the free list. . 

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that the Senator mo-ve to amend 
the paragraph by inserting Paris green and London purple. 

Mr. TILLl\1.A.N. I will do that with a great deal of pleasure. 
Mr. ALDRICH. Then, let the matter go over. 
Mr. DICK. I did not get the Senator's suggestion. 
Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from South Carolina proposes 

to put Paris green and London purple on the free list by name. 
Mr. DICK. May we not have the paragraph go over? 
Mr. ALDRICH. The paragraph will go over with the amend

ment pending. Paragraph 491 relates to asbestos. I think the 
Senate committee ·would like to have that amendment · dis
posed of. 

Mr. STONE. The Senator is going on with the free list? 
Mr. ALDRICH. I am taking certain paragraphs of the free 

list which were passed o-ver that I would be glad to have dis
posed of, if there is no objection. 

Mr. STONE. I have no objection to make, but the Senator 
from Georgia has an amendment to move before the free list 
is finally disposed of. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The free list will not be fiually disposed of 
for some time. I am taking up some items which were passed 
over. . 

Mr. CLAY. I understood the Senat~r to .say that he is taking 
up paragraphs on the free list that were passed over. 

Mr . .ALDRICH. For the purpose ot disposing of them if 
possible. 

Mr. CLAY. The Senator does not intend to act on paragraph 
480 now? 

Mr. ALDRICH. The committee are not ready yet to make 
any recommendation as to that paragraph. 

Mr. CLAY. I hope the Senator's committee will be ready at 
an early day, so that we may dispose of it. 

Mr. BURTON. We are unable to understand what paragraph 
is now under consideration. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Paragraph 491. 
Mr. HEYBURN. I have no clearly defined suggestion fur

th~r than to say that the production of asbestos in this coun
try is becoming a live interest in large quantities, and it will be 
some time before we shall have an opportunity again to con
sider the propriety of imposing a duty upon this article. It 
comes in the same class as lead ores and other ores. Among 
the many other things in Idaho we have quite a large asbestos 
mine which supplies a factory of very considerable importance. 
I merely wanted to call attention to the fact so that it would 
not be overlooked. I should like if the committee consistently 
can do so to investigate the proposition. 

Mr. ALDRICH. We will consider that paragraph. It may 
be agreed to, and the committee will investigate it. . 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, paragraph 491 
is agreed to. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I would be glad if paragraph 524 would be 
agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the para-
graph. 

The SECRETARY. On page 201, paragraph 524: 

Chromate of iron or chromic ore. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to agreeing to 
the paragraph? The Chair hears none. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. Those are all the amendments I have ·to 
present this morning. 

Mr. BACON. Are the other items that were passed over on 
the free list in order now? 

:Mr. ALDRICH. No; not now. I was trying to dispose of 
some that could be disposed of by unanimous consent. The 
matter of hides is before the Senate, and I asked. the Senator 
from Mississippi [l\Ir. MCLAURIN] to yield to me to dispose of 
some unobjected paragraphs. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. Mr. President-- . 
l\Ir. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me before he be

gins, I hope the Senator from Rhode Island will indicate some 
time when other Senators may have an opportunity to bring to 
the attention of the Senate items on which they desire to have 
action. 

Mr. ALDRICH. It is my purpose to dispose of the question 
about hides, and then to take up the lumber schedule and dis
pose of the important items which have not yet been consid
ered. That would leave only coal, I think, in regard to which 
the committee has any amendment to offer of any important na
ture. It is my purpose to go to the lumber question as soon as 
the question of hides is disposed of. · 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I am not going to make 
any extended remarks upon this important subject. It has 
already been dealt with in detail both by those Senators who 
favoi: the retention of the present tariff and those who are op
posed to it. I decline to go very much into the details of the 
matt;er for another reason, and that is that no argument, however 
specious or otherwise, can in the slightest degree obliterate the 
two great principles that are affected by this proposed amend
ment. The one is that the farmers of this country do get a 
benefit of 15 per cent duty upon the hides. The second is that 
they would lose that 15 per cent benefit and that . they would 
get nothing in return, and the leather-manufacturing interests 
would secure the only benefits under this amendment. 

Mr. President, if we were to search for some great example 
to portray the limit of human ingratitude, we could scarcely 
find a more apt one than this attempt on the part of the manu
facturers of leather and leather goods to deprive the stockman 
and the farmer of the little remnant of protection which has 
been left to him upon hides. 

By the Dingley law bides were given a protection of 15 per· 
cent ad valorem, a meager duty, indeed, Mr. President, when 
compared with other protective duties. The leather manufac
turing interests, ever alert to secure advantages, secured a 
ruling from the Treasury Department that while skins of cows 
and steers were hides, that skins of calves were not hides. 

So all the calfskins that enter into our fine shoes come in 
free of duty, because they are not hides. Having made this 
decision, wherein the stockman and the farmer lost by a single 
blow the protection on nearly one-half of their hide products, it 
became necessary to establish some rule to determine when a 
calf ceases to be a calf. The hide itself did not seem to give 
·very much information to the customs officers upon this subject 
of age, and so some other scheme had to be adopted. It was 
finally determined that if a green hide weighed less than 25 
pounds, it was not a hide, but a skin; that if a sun-dried and 
salted hide weighed less than 15 pounds, it lost its cognomen of 
" hide " and also became a skin.; and if a stm-dried and arseni
cated without salt hide weighed less than 12 pounds, it also 
lost its hide character and became a skin. 

Now, every one of these skins gets in absoluteiy :free of duty. 
Was that the intent of Congress at the time it passed that law? 
Was there any reason for putting hides upon the protected list 
that would not also apply to the placing of calfskins that went 
into the higher-priced shoes upon the protected list? ' 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da

kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
Mr. PAGE. Does the Senator know that from time imme

morial almost-I do not know for how many years-the custom 
of merchants has been to subdivide the hides or skins taken 
from neat animals into three classes? Under 15 pounds were 
classified as "calf," 15 to 25 as "kip," and 25 and above as 
" hide." This is not an accidental ruling. E\ery market in 
the world has come to regard a hide as weighing 25 and above, 
the kip as weighing 15 to 25 pounds, and a calf under 15 pounds. 

.Mr. DIXON. Dry hide. 
Mr. PAGE. Dry hide, 15 potmds, if dried with salt. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Twelve pounds if arsenicated .. 
Mr. PAGE. Twelve pounds if arsenicated. That is nothing 

that was discovered afterwards. I know, I want to say, that 
at the time the bill was passed the matter was discussed. A 
friend of mine went to Senator Allison and asked him how that 
law was to be interpreted, and he said, " according to the custom 
of merchants." It was not a mistake. It was understood be
foi'ehand just where the division was to be. 

Mr. DIXON. I wish to ask the Senator from Vermont a 
further question. In classifying hides, they take the weight of 
a green hide as freshly stripped from the animal? 

l\Ir. PAGE. No, sir; a green hide will shrink about one- ixth 
from the green, with the horns, skull, and tail bone in, to the 
cured, salted condition in which it is sold in the marts of com
merce. The duty applies to what is termed the "green salted," 
or " cured " hide. 

l\Ir. DIXON. After it is dried? 
Mr. PAGE. Not after it is dried, but after it is put in salt 

and cured; after it is shrunk by taking out the horns, skull, 
and tail bone, and by the shrinkage which comes by putting 
on salt, which is about one-sixth of the green, untrimmed weight 
of the hide. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator's observation does not answer 
my question whatever. My question was this: What reason 
is there for placing a duty on what is called commercially 
"hides" that does not also apply to what is known commer-
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cially as " kip " and as " calf '' skins? Why should there be 
protection on hides without any corresponding protection upon 
kip or upon calf? It requires the same amount of labor to 
produce one as the other, except that the continuing time and 
continuing labor may add a little more value to the one than 
the other from the labor standpoint. 

The Senato.r will remember that when we went from free 
hides everything had been placed upon the free list prior to the 
Dingley law. Not only the kip, but the calf and the heavier 
hides were on the free list. Then we discussed this matter in 
Congress. I can not find anywhere that there was anything in 
the debate that led the farmer to believe that the hide of his 
calf or his yearling was not to be protected. There might have 
been some understanding with certain Members that they were 
to make a distinction between the hides of cows and steers above' 
a certain age and hides that weighed a less number of pounds 
than other hides. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da

kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr . .l\fcOUMBER. With pleasure. 
Mr. PAGE. We are not producers to any considerable extent 

of goatskins. Goatskins are not being produced here, and it was 
thought best to admit them free of duty. It is a fact to-day 
that we bring in millions and millions of goatskins and tan 
them and send them to all the markets of the world. We make 
a better goatskin in this country than is made anywhere else in 
the world. I think these who were interested in sheepskins 
reached the conclusion generally that it was not best to put a duty 
on sheepskins, perhaps, because many of them came in with 
wool on. The sheepskin and the goatskin proposition was 
talked about, and I think there was no question raised as to 
the advisability of receiving those free of duty; n.nd for reasons 
which seemed to appeal to them at the time, .inasmuch as there 
was no duty on goatskins and sheepskins, they thought best 
to take in calfskins free. 

Mr. McCU.1\IBER. l can see ·no reason why, because we were 
to take in sheepskins and goatskins free, we should necessarily 
take in calfskins and kipskins free, any more than I can see 
any reason because we-take in sheepskins and goatskins free we 
should also take in cowhides and steer hides free. We still get 
back to the simple proposition that there is no logic whatever in 
ma.king this distinction between the character of the hides upon 
the cow and the steer and the hide upon the yearling and the 
calf. So glaring is this inconsistency that it has been surpris
ing to me that neither the Senator from Montana [Mr. CARTER], 
in whose State an immense quantity of cattle is raised, nor 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WABBEN], who has discussed 
this question very fully, has attempted in any way to place the 
duty back upon the calfskin and the kipskin. 

A generously inclined Democrat in the goodness of his heart, 
observing this inconsistency, has come to the relief of the Re
publican Senators and asked them to place the kip and the calf 
upon the same basis that we place the cowhide; and I, for one, 
think that is absolutely right. I do not know what his view is 
as to whether this duty should be 15 per. cent or 20 per cent, 
but I do know his view is correct, that there should be no differ
ence between the cowhide, the kip hide, and the calf hide. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da

kota yield further to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. M:cCU1\1BER. I yield. 
Mr. PAGE. I believe that the principle of protection In

volves the hide in general, and that what we can not and do 
not produce here should come in free. Is that the understand
ing of the Sena tor? 

Mr. McOUl\fBER. That is all right. I have no objection to 
your goatskins, for instance: We produce very few of them. 

·Mr.' PAGE. Now, let us pursue that. We tan in this country 
of hides about fourteei;i million domestic and perhaps three or 
four million-I do not carry it exactly-foreign hides. The very 
large proportion o:f the hides, the heavy hides, that we consume 
or use in our tanneries are the home production. When we 
come to the matter of calfskins it is different. We produce 
very few goatskins, and the great bulk of our goatskins are 
raised abroad. We produce a few colt skins, but I do not 'be
lieve there is a hide house in this country that can furnish 
100 or 200 colt skins, while you can go to Russia and buy a 
million. • 

The proportion of calfskins which are produced in this coun
try compared with those which we buy abroad is very small. 
I think there are about five million of our home production, and 
more than double, I do not know but more than three times, · 

that number imported. There would seem to be good - reason 
for taking in those hides free which we do not produce here in 
large proportions. 

Let me say just one word more and I will stop at that point. 
Mr. MoCUMBER. The Senator can go on if he wishes. 
Mr. PAGE. Thi.s matter was fully discussed. Those who 

favored free hides in 1897 had the question of calfskins and 
goatskins and sheepskins brought up for consideration. I do 
not know, for I have not given it any thought, as to the argu
ments that prevailed in inducing them to place goatskins, kip
skins, and calfskins on the free list. But they discussed it; 
they were good men; and they reached the conclusion they did. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish the Senator would keep closer to 
the steer and the calf and. leave the goat out of the considera
tion of this matter. The goat is such a negligible quantity that 
we do not need to consider him at all, and we should confine 
our discussion to the question of cowhides and kip hides and 
calf hides. 

Mr. PAGE. Calfskins and kipskins are not under considera-
tion at this time. · 

.Mr. McCUMBER. I am considering them at this time. I 
appreciate the fact that the Senator would like to a-void tha.t 
consideration, but i:here is an amendment to this bill pending, 
offered by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLA.URIN], which 
does bring them for consideration before the Senate. Now, if 
the Senator will just stop and think, following out his own 
argument-that where we do not produce enough to supply 
the h-Ome market, therefore we ought to have the raw material 
free-and apply it to conditions in his State and to the condi
tions in all of the East€rn States a few years ago, he will see 
where he will land. But a few years ago we did not manufac
tm,·e anything in this country of any consequence; but a few 
years ago we were importing the great bulk of our manu
factured articles. We gave protection so that we might en
large our production and so that we might hold the Amer
ican field, which was five times as good as any other field 
·of consumption in the world. ·we gave you your duties 
for that purpose. You took advantage of that; and with 
the duties we gave you upon leather you have advanced 
until you have taken the entire American market from 
the foreigner. We want to follow along exactly the same 
lines. We want such protection upon our calfskins, upon our 
kips, and upon our hides that we may expand by reason of the 
greater valuation of those products •until we have filled the 
demand for home consumption. Now let us 'both take the Ameri
can field. But you have no right to ask for the entire Ameri
can field whi1e denying us the same right. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da

kota further yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
Mr. PAGE. I want to correct the Senator from North Da

'kota upon another _point, if he will allow me. He assumes that 
Vermont is a tanning rather than a cattle-producing State. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Not necessarily. 
Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, our good friends from Idaho are 

talking .about that being a cattle State. Vermont has about 
9,000 square miles, and we have almost 50 per cent more cattle 
in Vermont than they have in Idaho. The garden State of 
Nebraska raises--

Mr. HEYBURN. May I interrupt the Senator a moment? 
The ·VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Vermont 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
l\1r. PAGE. We ha>e a little more than 500,000 cattle in 

Vermont. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I-do not see that that settles this question 

one way or the other, but I am willing that the two Senators 
shall determine that by figuring it out between themselves. 

Mr. HEYBURN . . If the Senator from Vermont will permit 
me, I will suggest that we have about three times that many 
cattle in Idaho. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, here is a leaflet-I do not know 
by wbom it is published, and I do not care, but it was handed 
to me by the Senator from Montana. I find therein a statement 
as to the number of cattle in the different States. Idaho has 
76,000 milch cows and '347,000 other cattle, while Vermont has 
288,000 milch -cows and 214,000 other cattle. I have no means 
of knowing as to the facts referre<l. to by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. HEYBURN], except what I get from this leaflet. 

Mr. HEYBURN. ' How many thousand does that leaflet give 
for Jdaho? 

l\fr. PAGE. Seventy-six thousand milch cows and 347,000 
other cattle. 
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l\Ir. HEYBURN. I have a letter from the Hon. Joseph P. 
Fallon, who is the officer in charge of those statistics in the 
State. This letter is dated April 26. I asked him for those 
on the assessment roll, which is not always the full amount, 
and he gives 303,225 cattle. · That does not include other ani
mals that come under the denomination of cattle, but he gives 
303,225 of that class. 

Mr. PAGE. That is less than I was crediting to the Sena
tor's State. I find in this leaflet 345,000 as being the number 
of that class. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. l\Ir. President, I am not seeking to pit 
one class against another in the Senator's State. I appreciate 
the fact that the farmers-the producers of hides-have not 
that organization which makes their influence felt, as have 
the manufacturing industries, including the leather industry, 
the shoe industry, and the tanning industry. I am assuming 
that the farmers of the Senator's State are making na com
plaint, and I am assuming further that they probably have the 
same view which the Senator has-but it is of little conse
quence whether they have or not. They may think that they 
save about as much by reducing the tariff as they make by 
having it. I will try to convince them before I get through 
that they are in error upon that assumption. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator- from North Da

kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
l\Ir. PAGE. Excuse me just for a moment. Let me say that 

we are the great cattle-raising State of this Union, from one 
point of view. The little 9,000 square miles that we have in 
Vermont is turned up on edge, and we have not a great amount 
of tillable land--

Mr. McCUMBER. It is perpendicular. 
Mr. PAGE (continuing). But, according to what we have, 

we can beat the whole world, or, at least, this whole country, 
in my judgment. We do not confess to the Senator from North 
Dakota that we are not a great cattle-raising State. 

I was about to say that even the State of Nebraska, which has 
almost all its acreage level, raises less, or has less, cattle to the 
square mile than has Vermont, rough and broken as our State 
is. I think I have the right to speak for cattle, and if I be
lieved, as the Senator from North Dakota does, that we were 
making great gains for our farmers by retaining this duty, I 
do not know but I should be with him; but I am perfectly 
satisfied that that is not correct, and that what we gain by the 
duty on hides we lose by what we pay. more for shoes and 
harness. 

Mr. l\fcCUMBER. I will, Mr. President. Still is unanswered 
my question, What reason is there for levying a duty on hides 
that does not apply to kip and to calf? If there is any Senator 
on this floor who can answer that question, I am ready to listen 
to him and hear what his argument is. I will leave that brunch 
unanswered because it is unanswerable. 

It often happens .that' a hide of a small cow will weigh less 
than that of her yearling steer. Therefore the cowhide may 
possibly come in as ·kip and free, and the yearling steer hide, 
by reason of weighing a trifle more than 25 pounds, will come 
in as dutiable; but tha t is not likely to happen. It more often 
happens that a certain hide weighs a trifle over 25 pounds 
green, or 15 potmds salted and sun dl·ied, or 12 pounds sun dried 
and arsenicated; 1.mt a very slight trimming of the heavy ends 
of the legs changes that from hide to kip or calf .skin. By that 
method skins that are actually hides come into thi~ country as 
calf or as kip and pay no duty. 

To an ordinary individual with a fair sense of justice, it 
would seem that this breaking down of the protection wall affect
ing such a large percentage of the American-produced hides, 
together with the dl:awback provision which exempts imported 
hides from paying any duty where the articles manufactured 
therefrom are exported again, ought to satisfy the greed of any 
class of men. It seems, however, that it does not do so. 

The gi·oss injustice of this demand for free hides becomes 
more startling when we remember that our protective system 
has built up these leather manufacturing industries until it has 
enabled them to not only dominate the whole American market, 
but also to enter into every other market of the world. We 
have surrendered to them our entire market, and they are now 
reaching out into the markets of the world. · 

Having secured these advantages and defrauded the American 
farmer of a duty on cal' hides, they have had their appetites 
whetted for further advantages, and now, with a lobby, amaz
ing in its power and influence, they seek- to destroy the last 
vestige of protection on American-produced hides. 

Mr. President, I want to show the eternal selfishness of the 
manufacturers of lea tiler in · demanding this reduction. The 
farmer, by his support of the protective tariff for the manu
facturer of leather, virtually says to him, "I will not buy a 

single leather article, boot, shoe, or harness from abroad, but 
will purchase every one of them from you and at ·yom• pro
tective price." "Thank you, l\Ir. Farmer; much obliged." 
"But, Mr. Shoeman, I want you to purchase every pound of hide 
you use for your manufactured article from me at protective 
rates." "Oh, no; we can not do that. We must have cheaper 
raw material, so that we may enter the foreign markets. We 
not only want to compel you to buy our goods at protective 
prices, so high that they amount to a prohibition of imports 
and consequent foreign competition, but we want to take away 
all of your protection, so that we can manufacture at less cost. 
and thereby sell to the foreigner cheap enough to capture his 
market." That is the proposition, Mr. President. 

l\fr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da

kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
l\Ir. McCUMBER. Just one moment, and I will yield. . 
Mr. President, I have heard that the strife for gain some

times hardens and destroys men's consciences, but I can hardly 
conceive of a man who would make that proposition without a 
blush; and yet it is made in this Congress with an aggressive
ness that will swerve, I fear, very many from the straight and 
narrow path of equal rights, equal j ustice, and equa.l protec
tion to all. 

Now I yield to the Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, I feel that I ought not to be com

pelled here to defend my Republicanism and my fealty to the 
doctrine of protection. Vermont is the one State that alwnys· 
stands up for protection and for Republicanism. Every other 
State in this Union, even .North Dakota, has sometimes gone 
3stray, but Vermont is the star that never sets in Republicanism. 
Vermont sent here her Collamer, her Foot, her Morrill, her 
Edmunds, her Proctor, und her DILLINGHAM. Those six Sena t ors 
have been the sheet anchors of protection since the Republican 
party was organized. I do not allow any man to say thn t I 
stand here for any principle that is not protective, and I disiike 
to have the Senator accuse me of coming from anything but a 
cattle State and of being anything but a good Republican. 

I want to ask the Senator right here one question: If he: 
could be assured that the additional amount which the cattle 
raiser receives for his hides because of this duty was offset, 
or more than offset, by the amount he paid for his shoes, for 
his harness, and for his leather that· goes into carriages, into 
belting, and into other things-if one absolutely balances the 
other-would he feel that in that case it would not be best to 
have free hides? 

Mr. l\fcCUMBER. First, Mr. President, I do not feel so, and 
second, if I did feel that they just about balanced · each other' 
I would still insist upon the duty for the revenue, if for nothing 
~& . 

l\fr. PAGE. I suppose we agree that the revenue received 
from the duty on hides has been less than $2,000,000 per year, 
for the last five years. Am I right about that? · 

:Mr. :McOUl\fBER. Very well; that is a nice little sum. 
l\Ir. PAGB. Now, Mr. President, · I should like to ask the 

Senator from North Dakota if he has any faith or any belief 
in the theory which I advanced yesterday and to which he 
listened with a great deal of intentness-and I was glad to 
see it-that there is springing ' up in this country a condition 
of things which now seems to point to the ' beef producers of 
this country going into the markets, buying the hides, and con
trolling the tanning business witll a trust large r than bas even 
been conceiyed in any other line? I would ask if he would not 
take that into account and, if it were actual, whether he would 
not surrender his doctrine of protection in order that a "Teat 
industry like the tanning industry might prosper? I:> 

Mr. l\IcCUl\fBER. I am not unaware of the aggressive ad
vance of the ~reat beef trust .. I am not prepared to say, how
ever, that their advance has rn any way depreciated the price 
of hides. I am not prepared to say that it has not advanced 
the price of hides by compelling a closer competition between 
buyers to get the· balance of the hides in the United States 
but I will take that question up in a very short time. I wni 
not deal with it extensively, because I intend to limit my re
marks very much this morning. 

I share in the glory of the Republicanism of the State of 
Vermont during all of these years, and I am sorry myself to 
see that glory dimmed in any respect by her coming now before 
the American Congress and asking us to surrender protection 
in the West for her special benefit or for the benefit of one 
class of her citizens, because I do not think that it is for the 
benefit of the farming communities, even of the State of 
Vermont. . 

Let us not for a moment forget that nothing which the farmer 
produces can be properly said to be raw material. Eyerything 
is the product of years of labor. Our schedules show that the 
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farmer's protection, outside of wool, runs from 15 to 20 per 
cent ad valorem, on wools about 45 per cent ad valorem, while 
the manufacturer's protection runs from 15 to 100 per cent 
ad valorem. 

I think, if I had time, I could demonstrate that there is not 
a single thing that is produced upon the farm that does not 
require more labor to produce for the value that is received for 
it than any manufactured product in the whole United States. 

There are but few instances, Mr. President, where the farmer 
gets a direct benefit from . the tariff. He is getting it to-day 
upon his wheat; he is getting it to-day upon his barley; be is 
getting it to-day upon his hides; and he is getting it to-day 
upon some few other articles, such as live cattle; but he is not 

· getting it upon corn and cotton and many other agricultural 
products. His benefit, Ur. President, is that which comes out 
of the increased prosperity of the country, and that is a benefit 
to him without any possible question. Every page in American 
history demonstrates that truth to him. 

We can divide this country into two great general classes
the farming community, about one-half of the population, which 
produces the things to eat, and the remainder of the people of 
the United States producing the things to wear and to shelter 
us and to transport those things from one part of the country 
to another; and one trades his commodity for the commodity of 
the other. If it is essential to the .prosperity of the farmer that 
the manufacturer should be prosperous and thereby enabled to 
pay a good price for the farmer's product, the reverse is equally 
true, . that the prosperity of the manufacturer depends upon the 
ability of the farmer through prosperity to purchase the manu
facturer"s products. The farmer stands ready to give the pro
tection to the manufacturer necessary for him to compete against 
cheaper foreign manufactured products. ·He demands in· re
turn, and be rightfully demands, equal protection against 
cheaper foreign agricultural products. Would the Senator from 
Vermont deny him that right? 

The manufacturers of leather goods want the tariff removed 
from hides. Why? Because it will make hides cheaper. At 
the same time, they declare that the producer, the farmer, gets 
no benefit from the tariff. It is difficult to understand how the 
manufacturers are going to get cheaper hides by the removal of 
the tariff without injuring the farming producer to the same 
extent. The manufacturers in this country . are too prone to 
believe that the American market, which has been protected for 
their interest, is a just .subject of spoliation. The whole farm
ing producing country of the-United States has beeu safer for 
the principle of protection than the manufacturing section of 
the country. 
· The Senator is mistaken when he speaks of my State as 

ever having gone astray in its Republicanism . . Not only in 
territorial days, but through every year of its statehood, it has 
been a Republican State and has been for protection without 
one single instance to the contrary. 

Iu each one of our great political battles when the principle 
of protection itself was at stake, these leather manufacturers, 
these shoe men, have . always looked to the farmer for his 
support. 

When your manufacturing Democratic cities vote the Demo
cratic ticket, you pray for clear weather that you may get the 
farmer vote to overbalance the Democratic manufacturing votes. 
Mr . . President, you ha>e had throughout the United States no 
such staunch, unyielding friends for the cause of protection as 
are fouud in the rural districts in the United States. They 
have come to the front every time that the protective principles 
of the country have been endangered. 

Now, if the manufacturing section will just remember that 
the protection which is guaranteed them by the consumers de
mand reciprocal consideration, if they will get it out of their 
minds that they must have free raw material for all ·their fac
tories while holding the monopoly of the American trade for 
their product, their attitude will bring about a far better solu
tion of the protection question and place that principle upon 
a far safer and more enduring basis. 

In the discussion of this subject I ha>e heard the word 
" threat " used. Mr. President, no threat · has been uttered. A 
prophecy has been uttered. The principle of protection is either 
a national principle or it is nothing. It has got to have uni
versal support or else it has got to go to the wall. You can 
not protect your manufactured articles and say to the farmer 
that he shall not have protection as against cheaper foreign 
production upon those things that he puts years of labor upon. 
We must stand or fall upon that principle; and certainly, if 
Congress should so far forget iself that it will vote for no pro
tection to the farmer's product, while voting a duty for the 
manufacturer's product, certainly we must ~hen agree that the 
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farmer's representatives can not vote a protection for their 
product. We have either got to stand together for the pro
tective principle or to go together for the free-trade principle. 

If there is to be a protective tariff, the farmers and the. stock 
raisers are entitled to an· equal share in its benefits. A propo
sition which denies them the right to free access to the markets . 
of the world for their purchases and at the same time forces 
them in competition with the lower priced products of the world 
in their sales is a monstrous proposition. If they are compelled 
to sell their products in competition with the cheaper products 
of the world, then they are entitled to purchase their products 
upon the same basis. 

If the American stock raisers and farmers must patronize the 
American protected market when they buy an article, they 
have the right for a protected market when they sell an 
article. 

Mr. President, one of the principal reasons for protection 
is the expansion of a business and the consequent development 
of the wealth of the country by that expansion. Our farms 
and our plains are capable of furnishing all of the leather con
sumed in the United States. We should expand that leatller 
production until we do supply the home demand. These leather 
manufacturers supply to-day the entire demand of the American 
people for the manufactured article, and, in addition to that, 
export a large percentage of their product. And yet in the 
face of- that great privilege they are asking that their cus
tomers, the people who buy their products, shall . have no pro
tection whatever. They ask the American consumer to not only 
bind himself to take everything they produce, but also to sur
render his own benefits and rights of protection that they may 
expand their sales in foreign countries, a proposition, Mr. 
President, that ought to be rebuked by the unanimous vote of 
an American Congress. 

Mr. President, it costs the American farmer and stockman 
far more to raise his cattle than it costs to raise cattle in 
Argentina or any other place in South America. This 15 per 
cent duty, in my opinion, does not measure one-half of the 
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad. 
It ought to be doubled. 

The Senator from Vermont will agree with me that the 
principle of protection ought, at least, to measure the difference 
between the cost of production at home and abroad. Does this 
15 per cent duty equal the difference between the cost of pro
duction of a steer or a cow in South America and in the 
United States? If it does not equal that, then should you not 
apply to my manufactured articles the same principle that I 
have tried to apply to yours? 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President-- . 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. Why has not the farmer, the stock raiser, 

a right to have applied the same principle of protection to l;!.is 
steers that is applied to any other commodity? I know the Sen
ator's answer. It is all comprised within these few words: 
That it would be true if the farmer got any benefit, but he does 
not get any benefit. 

Mr. PAGE. That is right, sir-absolutely right. 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. I know what the Senator's view is upon 

that subject. But that is not the case, as I think I can demon
strate. .And I can not understand why the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. WARREN], a stock.man, who has argued this 
case for hours, l:).as not even suggested that we ought to stand 
not only for a 15 per cent duty, but we ought to stand for a 
duty that will measure the difference between the cost of pro
duction at home and abroad. If the position of the Senator from 
Wyoming is correct, that we ought to have a duty, then he is 
irresistibly led by the logic of his argument to the conclusion 
that we should have a duty of at least 25 or 30 per cent, and 
not a mere duty of 15 per cent. 

Mr. President, the tanners to-day have free access to the 
markets of the .world for everything that they purchase from 
-abroad and export again. What more can they rightfully and 
conscientiously ask of the American farmer? The injustice of 
denying the farmer and the stock raiser protection becomes more 
apparent when we stop to consider the capital invested in rais
ing such stock compared with the capital invested in the manu
facturing business. I have made no close estimate; but my ob~ 
servation and my reading lead me to believe that the annual 
gross product of nearly every manufacturing establishment in 
the United States equals, or nearly equals, the value of the plant 
or establishment. In other words, a million-dollar plant ordi
narily has a gross output of a million dollars in value. 

l\Ir. PAGE. l\fr. President-- · 
Mr. 1\icCUMBER. In some instances they have much more; 

in other instances they have much Jess. 
; Mr.' PAGE. Will the Senator allow me? 
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1\'Ir. l\IcCillIDER. Just one moment. A million dollars in- do a large amount of advertising; and they have an especial 
vested in farm lands does not, on the average, produce over reason for maintaining their price. I suppose it is a fact that 
$150,000 gross. the cost of advertsing and selling some articles in this counh'Y 

Now I will listen to the Senator. is even more than the cost of manufacture. I have heard that 
l\1r. PAGg The Senator is absolutely right so far as the stated by good manufacturers-that the cost of selling was more 

tanning industry is concerned. There are about $250,000,000- than the cost of manufacturing. That is not true in regard to 
$242,000,000, I think-invested in plants, and there is about the shoes. But Mr. Douglas spends annually hundreds of thousands 
same amount of annual product from the tanneries. He is of dollars in advertising his shoes. What other concern in this 
right about that. country does that? 

l\Ir. l\IcCUMBER. And I think that will apply to most man- Mr. McCUMBER. I do not run across very many of these 
ufacturers. philanthropic people who are selling their goods for less than 

Mr. PAGE. And I might go further, Mr. President, and say they cost them. There may be a few of them, but I have not 
that nine-tenths of all that the Sena.tor is stating here on this yet found them in my travels through the world. 
matter is absolutely true and correct; and no one will disagree l\Ir. PAGK I think it is not fair to characterize the whole • 
with him on the great majority of bis statements.. The trouble shoe-manufacturing industry-which is, in my judgment, as 
is that he starts from a wrong premise, and consequently must free from combinations as any in the country, and doing busi
reach a wrong conclusion. ness at as small a margin as it possibly can do it-as on a par 

Mr. McOUMBER. I will get to the Senator's premises in with Mr. Douglas, who spends a gre~t amount of money, hnn-
just a minute, and we will see. dreds of thousands of dollars annually, in advertising, and 

Again, I wish to call attention to the fact that while the therefore must. in some measure,. control the price of shoes. 
boot and shoe manufacturers have exclusive control of the I do not see the logic of the Senator's argument. 
markets of the United States, and. as I believe, by combination Mr. McCUMBER. I will make the logic plain right here. 
or by gentlemen's understanding have . fixed the retail prices My logic is that if Douglas: gets his sole leather for making -
for practically every article that is produced by them, and in that shoe on an average of 2! cents less than he now pays, 
addition are able to enter the foreign fields, about 20 pe-r cent he is not going to change the price of bis $3 shoes to $2.97!. 
of the bides used in the United States are imported. I believe That is the logic of it. 
the estimate is, Mr. President, that we produce in the United Mr~ PAGE. That may be true as to l\Ir. Douglas; but the 
States about 714,DOO,OOO pounds of cured hides and import shoe manufacturer whose shoe is sold at wholesale for $1.25, 
about 134,000,000 pounds. That is exclusive of kip and calf. with no tariff on bides, has to sell it for $1.35 to $1.40 with 
From these 134,000,000 pounds imported, upon which the duty the tariff on hides. There is no question about that. When 
of 15 per cent is levied,. we must deduct 31,000,000 pounds con- you come to the final consumer he has not only paid the added 
verted into sole leather and leather manufactured articles, upon cost ~f 10 cents per pair, but be has paid the percentage of 
which a drawback is allowed. profit which the manufacturer adds because of that 10 cents, 

Mr. President, no Senator, save perhaps. the Senator from Ver- which is perhaps 2 cents more; he has paid the added profit 
mont, claims that anyone will get the benefit of this reduced which the jobber gets, which is 2 or 3 or 5 cents more; then he 
duty on hides, this injustice to the farmer~ except the manu- has paid the added profit or percentage that the seller, the re
factnrer. I have not heru·d anyone. els2 make what seems to me tailer, gets, and in the end, in my judgment, the added cost of 
to be the audacious claim that we are going to get our shoes 10 cents becomes 20 to 25 cents to the consumer. 
one ~enny cheaper than we got them before; that our harnesses Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, every free trnder I ever 
are going to be any cheaper; that any other leather manufac-
tured article is going to be any cheaper than it was before. talked with made the same argunient as to every article upon 
l\fy observation in the mercantile line has been that the prices which we levy a duty, that it cost us more than we get out of it. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
of commodities are lately being fixed by the ability of the con- The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator further yield? 
sumer to pay. 

l\Ir. PAGE. l\fr. President-- Mr. McCUMBER. I do. 
l\Ir. l\fcCUI\ffiER. And the prices always reach the limit of Mr. PAGE. I should like to ask the Senator lf h~ will apply 

his ability to pay. And when hard times comer such as we had that to the basic principle upon which we start? Does the hide 
in 1907, everything goes down, not because the manufacturers man get every cent more for his hides that we add as duty 
are selling at a lo~ but because, there not being the same or is that in part lost by tl;le foreigner? Does the tanner in 
~bility to pay the higher prices, they are compelled to sell at a buying his bides pay abroad every cent more of the amount of 
lower price in order to get consumers. the duty or is that divided between the American farmer and 

l\fr. PAGE. Mr. President-- the foreign seller? 
· The VICE-PRESIDENT~ Does the Senator from North Da- Mr. McCU.MBER. On hides, my candid opinion is that it is 
kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? not divided. On many things undoubtedly it is. Why is it 

l\Ir. McCUl\IBE.R. With pleasure, l\Ir. President. not divided? Because, .l\Ir. President, the leather manufacturers 
Mr. PAGE. The Senator, I am sure, has read with a great of the United States not only demand every hide that we raise 

deal of care what has been said before the House committee in in the United States, but they also take in 134,000,000 pounds 
regard to the profit on shoes. I believe there is no industry in annually of other hides produced outside, hides of calfs, kips, 
this country that is so free from combination, that is so free and goats, and are reaching into the foreign markets; and 
from trusts, that is the subject of such absolutely free competi- with that great demand for bides, the value of the American 
tion, as the manufacture of shoes. hide is absolutely fixed by the value of the imported bide with 

l\Ir. l\IcCU:MBER. Let me ask the Senator a question just the duty added. That is my conviction upon that point. 
at this point. What would become of the merchant down here l\.Ir. PAGE.. Mr. President, suppose I should turn around and 
if he should sell this Douglas shoe that has a $3 brand on it say to the Senator from North Dakota that that is just exactly 
for $2.50? the argument offered by every free-trade Senator in this Cham-

1\.Ir. PAGE. Mr. President, .Mr. Douglas stated before the ber, what kind of an answer would that be? 
commission here-I can not vouch for 1\1r. Douglas's integrity, l\1r. McCUMBER. There are instances, Mr. President, when 
becau~e I do not know about it; I only know that he stands very the duty is not added to the price. Sometllles an article is sold 
high in Massachusetts-that the profit on his shoes is 7 cents per below the cost of the duty; and when that is done we certainly 
pair. can not claim that the duty is added to it Salt, I think, is 

l\fr. l\lcCUl\IBER. I do not care if it is not 3 cents per pair. to-day sold for less than the duty on salt. Certainly it can 
I want to know what becomes of the merchant down here if he not be said, therefore, that the duty is added to its price. That 
sells a $3 Douglas shoe for $2.50? is true in the case of a great many articles. 

:Mr. PAGE. I presume that Mr. Douglas ·may insist that bis But I believe that there are some few articles, like leather, in 
retailers shall sell their shoes for a stated price, though I do the case of which the f3:rmer gets the full 15 per cent duty. I 
not know anything about it. But there is on.e thing that I think am not saying that the packers of Chicago do not very often buy 
there can be no doubt about. The man who buys the Douglas the hides for less. than they ought to pay for them, the same 
shoe has to pay enough for it s_o that he can not sell a $3 shoe as they buy that which is under the hide for less than they 
for $2.50. It probably costs him so much that if he should do ought to pay for it. All I desire to say is that they could still 
that he would suffer a loss. do the same thing if the duty were off of hides. That would 

Mr. MoCUMBER. .Would Mr. Douglas allow him to sell it for not in the slightest degree affect their combination. 
$2.90? Mr. PAGE. Mr. President-- · 

· Mr. PAGE. But the point is, Mr. President, that there are, The VICE-PRESIDENT. Doeis the Senator from North DaJ 
comparatively speaking, only a few Douglas shoes made. We kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
.ciuote Douglas, and we quote a few of these manufacturers who I l\Ir. l\fcCUUBER. I yield, Mr. President. 
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Mr. PAGE. For the sake of reaching a fair -basis in this And I can say that of practically every manufacture of leather 
argument, why not let us confess that the price of the hide is that I know anything about. I admit that there are a great 
increased by the exact amount of the duty? And with the same many things about which I have not followed the market quo
fairness, instead of branching off and saying that "That is the tations, and know very little about the retail prices. 
argument of every free trader," why do you not come down to It may be interesting to know that while hides declined from 
a square business proposition and say: "We will confess that January, 1907, to the extent of 28 per cent boots and shoes did 

· the price of hides is increased; we will confess with equal not decline 1 cent. They still held their own prices, exactly as 
· fairness that the price of shoes is increased?" they did when hides were 28 per cent higher. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator has confessed it. I will join Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
my confession to his-that the cost of hides and the value of hides The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
are increased to the extent of the duty. But the Senator's kota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
argument was that it is divided; and I was trying to show Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
him that it is not divided in the hide business. Mr. PAGE. Will the Senator claim that the advance in the 

l\fr. PAGE. Will you confess the same in regard to shoes? price of shoes has been in any respect commensurate with the 
And if not, why not? · advance in hides? 

l\lr. l\IcCU fBER. All right; we will suppose that that is Mr. McCUMBER. With the advance in hides? 
true in the case of shoes. Mr. "PAGE. Yes. 

Mr. PAGE. That is all I ask. Mr. McCUMBER. I have stated before that hides fluctuated, 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. Let us suppose it is. went up and went down, but shoes did not. They still held their 
l\lr. PAGE. Put them on a parity. old price. That means that the price of shoes has remained 
Mr. McCUMBER. I will confess a whole lot more about practically stationary, without going up when hides went up, and 

shoes. without coming down when hides went down. Why? Because 
Mr. PAGE. The argument is made to this Senate that the it was upon a sufficiently profitable basis to enable it to stand 

, packer, when he goes out to buy the animal, does not look at either condition. 
the number of pounds there are in the carcass, and figure on Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, I am not surprised that the Sen
that; he does not look very much at the number of pounds of a tor may make a mistake about that. I happen to know that 
hide, and figure on that. He buys the animal mainly for the the price of hides has advanced very much more than the price 
beef. But I want to say here, in all fairness, that in the dis- of shoes. There is one thing, however, that I am a little sur
~ussion of . this question as Republicans on this side of the prised about; and that is, when I stand up here and say that 

, Chamber, I think we should confess that the price of hides Vermont is the one Republican star that never sets, that he 
Is increased by the duty and that the price of shoes is increased places North Dakota upon a parity with Vermont. I say that 
by the duty. • because my recollection was-and I had to verify it after he said 

l\Ir. McCUl\fBER. Very well; we are on common ground that I was mistaken-that North Dakota did elect a Democratic 
there. I hope the Senator will also confess that while the manu- governor twq or three years ago, and that last year she re-

. facturers can very easily raise their prices, having the entire elected him. Am I right about that? · 
American market, whenever the tariff is ·added, you have no Mr. l\IcCUMBER. Yes, on a local issue; but the State has 
lever to compel them to lower them when you take it away. never gone back on the protective principle. It has always sent 
You do have that lever upon the farmer, because you have the protectionists here to Congress. 
importations to compel him to lower his prices. But you have l\Ir. PAGE. I want to claim for Vermont a little higher 
not that lever upon the shoe · man, beeause you have not any grade of Republicanism than you have out there in North 
importations of shoes to compel him to lower his prices. Dakota. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, I believe that argument to be l\Ir. McCUMBER. She has more to cheer her along this line, 
absolutely fallacious. Why? Because the increase in the at all events. 
demand for shoes for the past ten years has outgrown by a Mr. President, it is said that the tariff does not affect the 
very large percentage the production of hides. Hides are a by- price of hides. can it be denied, Mr. President, that the price 
product. They do not raise hides in Vermont; they do not raise of American hides will always fall to the level of the price of 
hides in· Idaho; they do not raise them in North Dakota. They imported hides after the duty has been paid? 
raise beef and they raise cattle, and the hides are the incident. l\Ir. PAGE. •rhe Senator is absolutely right as to that. 
It is true, and I want to confess it for the sake of being fair, Mr. McCUl\IBER. Good. Certainly no tanner will pay a 
that that is one of the elements that enter into the matter. But, higher price for the American hide than he would have to pay 
on the other hand, the demand for hides is world-wide and is for the imported hide. I know the Senator agrees with me in 
constantly increasing, and to-day this country is in the strong- that; but from their arguments, all Senators do not agree with 
est kind of competition on hides and on shoes. The only danger me upon that proposition. Therefore r want to refute those 
of a trust, in my judgment, is that danger which comes to us arguments. Then, does it not conclusively follow that by the 
because the great beef producers, the packers of this country, removal of the tariff on hides the cost of the product will be 
are embracing in addition to their hide business the leather lessened to the extent of the tariff reduction? In other words, 
business. They have gone to tanning, and the result is they the value of the American hide will have to drop to meet the 
are going to establish a monopoly here the like of which this reduced cost of the foreign hide, and when the tariff is added it 
country has ne>er seen. And when I tell you that in New Eng- adds so much to the value of the American hide. 
land they to-day control from 75 to 80 per cent of all the hides Let me give a definite case: Here is a lot of hides from Argen
that are produced, I tell you a fact that is not only true, but tina, landed in the port of New York. They cost the importer, 
can be demonstrated. after be has paid, say, $15 duty, $100. Here is another lot of 

l\Ir. McCUl\IBER. Yery well, Mr. President. The Senator hides of the same quality and value lying in a New York ware
has agreed with me that in all probability the price of these house for sale. Does any Senator seriously claim that these 
shoes will not go down by reason of taking off the tariff. That latter hides can be sold for more than $100, the price paid for 
is all I wanted him to admit. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President-- the imported hides? Their price will be fixed by the cost of the 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. r am speaking now of this particular imported article, including the duty paid. · 

brand of shoes. If it will not be reduced to the extent of the Suppose we take off the duty of about $15 on these imported 
2! cents or the 5 cents, or whate>er it may be, who will get the hides. They can then be bought for about $85. Will not the 
benefit of that saving of 2i or 5 cents-the difference that you $100 worth of American hides at once drop to $85? And will 
unjustly take from the farmer's hides? . anyone purchase the American hides for $100 when he can get 

l\fr. PAGE. Mr. President, I can not consent to let that state- the same class of imported hides for $85? Mr. President, every
ment go unchallenged. r ha•e said nothing of the kind. 1 do one knows that American hides will immediately become cheaper 

· believe that if the tariff is taken off of hides, leather will be when we take off the tariff or reduce it to any appreciable ex
lower and shoes will be lower; and when the ·senatc;ir says that tent. That is what the tanners, the shoe men, and the manµ
I have conceded that it will not make any difference, he has facturers want. They do not care anything about the packers' 
gone so far wide of what I said that I must protest. trust. What they want is cheaper hides. They know they will 

Mr. McCUUBER. I beg the Senator's pardon if I misunder- get them by a reduction of the tariff; and they do not care at 
stood him. I was speaking especially of this one brand of whose expense they get them cheaper. 
shoes. Of course he speaks generally of everything. There is nothing in ·the claim, Mr. President, that the tanners 

l\Ir. President, I have noticed for twenty years that the value are forced to depend upon the packers for hides and skins. 
of hides has fluctuated. They have gone up, and they have They have, first, the whole outside world to draw from. Second. 
gone down; but the old $3 brand of the Douglas shoe goes on they have 73 per cent of all the home production to- draw from. 
forever. I have never seen that changed in . the slightest de- I mean in the case of calf hides and kip hides and cowhides, all 
gree, no matter what the value of the hides might have been. together. They have not that percentage, of course, of what are 
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called ·cl :hi-des " mreo:rd.ing -to the ;strict nefi:nlfion that .has been ; rp:ie club. r :am hardly willing to go to that ·extent, e-ven though 
gii.~en to the word. What is the tr.onbie-.? The trotlble :is a at might be that we would like to destroy the beef trust. 
:natural economic advantage which .the :packers have in making The shoe men and the leather .men seem to ignore the fact that 
a pro.fit on both :the lll-O:e :and them at. They :can .malrn a profit . this very raw material which .can be turned a hundred times in 
:at ·both ends and the ;middle and an ralcm:g ·:eve-ry line -Of their . ·a year :by the manufacturer, requires from three to seven years 
lbusiness wMch is denied .to the tanner. · to be ·produced by the farmer. They close their .eyes to the fact 

Mr. PAGE. And on the leaiJ:ter. -Of the heavy in-v-estment of th-e farmer in .his land, of his invest-
Mr. l\fcOUMBER. The tanner ·does not ·stand-- on an eqnal ment in the cows from which the cattle are bred, 'Of the labor 

footing with them so far as the -economy of the production of cost m cultivating the land, in plowing it, :and harrowing it, 
i:he finished hide ts :eo.neerned either in the .1natter of purchase :and planting it to ·com, in :cultivating that corn, in husking it, 
or in the matter of trum.1ng. ' 'TJ:re packers dominate the .meat in building ;structures to hold it, in sowing the land to timothy 
trade of the country. There is no meat imported. Their gr:ea.ter ·and -clover~ in cutting the hay and drying it, in stacking and 
·profit in .their me-at 'Product enables them 'to do their tanning · hauling that hay, and when all this is done in putting up build
;at a less pr.o:fit. That as :all there :is to tt. And to ;equalize this ings to ,shelter the -stock during all the long winter, and then in 
advantage on the part of the packers, the tanners and the mann- feeding that hay into their maws from three to seven years, and 
facturers de:m.rund the .r.enroval :of the 15 per cent duty upon finally turning o:ff :the meat and ithe hide -as ±he farmer'.s finished 
hides. In other words, they want the American farmer to make product. 
tap the dlfference .in the -ec.onomy .of _production between what I want the Senator to recognize that there has ·been more 
they convert in.to leather and what :the pack~r.s co-nvert into labor . and time and expense and higher labor impressed upon 
fl.ea:tbe.r.. .And I _for one ;am .not willing to :sa.y that we .farme~s the hides by the farmer than is impressed upon the manufac-
:a.re going !to .pay it. . mred article by the manufacturer. 

Mr . .President, th.ese manufacturers seem to ignore the :fact The manufacturer of shoes and leathers wholly ignores in his 
itha.t what tlley call their-" raw material" is the.farmer's finished ilemand for free bides all .of these years -of incessant toil. He 
product. may be -kindly disposed to-ward hls own -employees who have 

Mr. ·CLARK nf Wyaming.. .Before tile .Senator leaves the their breakfasts .at half past 7 in the morning and begin their 
i:lrnught .be has liust had in min-d, I .should like i:o ask him ;if wQrk at 8 ruid eease their labors at 4 o'clock in the afternoon. 
·the advantage whieh mi:ght _perhaps ,accrue to tlile tanner under .He may be willing to divide a little of that profit that converts 
the circumstances .he has -0.eta.iled would not also -accrue to the .fr.om the farmer with his labors. But he seems to be wholly 
packer and still leave -the ;packer and tanner in the same rela- ;t>Iind to the fact that this ·stock raiser, this farmer and his boys, 
tive position. . :are up and feeding their stock -at least two hours before the 

l\~r. McOU:J\fBER. Absolutely: As I stated before 'Yitb. the · manufacturer's employees sit down to their morning meal; that 
tariff taken t()~ you .are not gomg to t~uch_ the ~ombmation; "instead of ceasing their work at 4 o'clock in the afternoon you 
y-0u are not gfilllg to _prevent the ,packer llavmg this advantage wUl find them still dding their ·Chores in the winter time as late 
in buying ,b.oth the ~e _and the _mea.t :from th~ same maD: and . -as 8 and in the summe-r time as late as 9 or 10 o'clock at night. 
the economic ope~ati?n rn chan~mg fie .meat rnto the .finished The manufacturer wants this ·farmer and his boys to receive 
prioduct nnd the hide into the :fimshed product. We can not take no protection after laboring upon an article for on an average 
that advantage away from ·~em. .. . . . of flve years and on an .average 'Of at least fourteen hours a 

Mr: PAG~. The ~enator from :r'orth Dakota }1as touched .on day during .those :five years, while he taxes his shoes and his 
the Vltal pomt of this whole ques~ He asks Would not the harness and his buggy tops '3.nd everything 011 earth that he 
:p:;cker 

11
J:l.ave the same a.~vantag:e 1if w.e re-move the duty ()n purchases of the manufactured article. · 

hides? To·d3;Y the I?acke~ co~trols fo~ty-odd per cent of all Mr. President, I am not unmindful of the fact that a great 
the ~des of :am.ma.ls killed m this co.unt~y, and -by the purchase many -of these shoe manufacturers say that they would prefer 
of hides sent to the market by the hide dealers he now c-ontr-Ols :to ha"e -free hides and fr~e shoes than t-0 have :protected hides 
sixty-odd per cent. . . . . with protected :shoes. Their self-sae-rifieing inclination is .cer-

Mr. WARREN. I ~ant .to enter my dissent to that and .to ta.inly ·beautiful to beho~ and would be Y'ery impressive if we 
.state that the Senator :i.s nnsta.ken ·about the . .a.mount. . -did not .stop to analyze it. They have had sufficient protection 

Mr. PAGE. Very :well; put~ w.hole pomt ~t y~u ignore -for probably half a hundred years to 'kee_p rout foreign · shoes al
is thi~, that ~he pac:irer is g~mg mto the t~nnmg mdustry. together and give them exelusive :~ontrol of the splendid .Ameri
That is th~ v1tal ~runt of :t?-1s whole ~a.~er. I~ 1897 that -can market. They have developed their plants and their ma
cond.ition did not eust. It .ex.ists to-day; it o.s notorious. . chinery in this "3.tmosphere of proteeti-on until they have -reached 

.Mr. M-OCUMBER .. The Senator s~ems to il~ave out of. conSid- a degree of perfection -and ·economy in ihe mn.nnfacture of shoes 
·eration the fact, w:hic?- he .has adm1tte~ agarn and aga_m, that that have enabled them, after meeting the home .demand, to 

. .the taking .off the :tanff red.?ces the _price of the .AJ:i;tencan .ar- enter the foreign fields of consumption against the foreign man
ticle and ·enables him to get J.t cheaper. Ile agrees 'Ylth me lln.d 'Uf.acturer not only b_y exports, but 'by establishing factories .all 
with the -0ther Senators he~e :that he wants to 1get 11.t free from '0-ver Eur.ope. They -are -employing cheapeT labor o\er there ; 
abroad, the same, as he daims, that probably th.e trust does .at they nre developing their trade enormously, and are now saying 
.home, but at the 'expense ·of the farmer- In -Other words, be to the .A:merican people, '" You hav-e given us this protection; 
!has _got to pay the ~~er now $100 where ~e would ~ave .to you ·have heiped us until we got on our feet; you have shielded 
pa;y him only about ~85 :i.f the duty was off; it would give lum us :against foreign aggression, until we ham your market, and 
that .advantage at the ·expense of the .Producer. 1u 1tu we have· built u_p our factories .in the Old World. You 

1\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming .. It ?ccurs to me that the logic ·can now ~o to the equator; we do not care whether there 
·of the .Senat-Or from Vermont is this: ·.The duty has ~1;abl~d the is a tariff or not. Why~ if you keep the tariff on we will supply 
independent ·tanner t-o have exactly the .same facility m the the .American market from the American factories. If you tn.ke 
'foreign market that the packer has. _I do not suppose the it .off we will be able i:o -supply the American · market from our 
packeT would rbuy hides cheaper .abroad than the tanner. They European factories. We hrrve got you both coming and going," 
have the open market .abroad. It ·s conceded by the .Senator Mr. President, I not only want this tariff of 15 per cent upon 
that there are certain advantages of trade. which give the hides, but I want a tariff of at least 25 per cent, not only upon 
packer the .control, virtually, of the market :m .America. The hides, but upon ldp and upon caifskins. I want the foreign 
Senator concedes that; I do not. If you remove the tuiff, article legislated against ·by a "tariff duty to an extent that w.m 
they are still on an equality. T ·Can not follow the Senator's .make .the home market so -valuable that the hide product will 
logic whereby the removal of the tariff' is .going to .remove this ·be increased until it supplies the home demand. 
discrepancy .a.nd difference in -business conditions. The Senator from Georgia. the other day statf'..d that we 

Air. PAGE. Because in America they control a large per .cent ·ought to be an -exporter of a.TI our .agricultural products. I do 
of hides. Wb.en you get outside .of the ·Country there are mil- not -concur with him in that. While I do concur in the propo
Uons upon millions of hides that. they do not .controL They sition, that if we do raise a surplus of an.Y article, we ought to 
have not their hand upon Argentina yet, -but they may have. export it. I am free to say that I would like to see .a. rearrange· 
·The w11ole world is toe large ·even tor Swift and Armour to put ment of The agricultural productions of this country so that 
their hands upon and .control, but they -are contrnlling this .more land will be used .for the production of sheep and tl1eir 
country, and you say that, Jlavi:ag .control of this .country to-.day~ pr0ducts .and cattle and their products and a proportionately 
the tanners shall not go inte the whole world .and buy hldes. 1ess amount sowed to wheat. The wheat acreage to-day is pro· 

Mr . . MoOUMBER . .I think the wpole force ;0f -the rargument ducing a surplus of wheat which must be thl·own into the 
has been summed up by a little expression .of the .Senator from world'.s market, thereby keeping down the price of the home 
Wyoming when 'he -says that the Senator from Vermont.asks the _product, tariff or no tariff. We are still importing hides; we 
Governm~t to go into partnership with the leather trust .to beat .are still importing wool, a very heary percentage~ We are still 
the beef trust, .an.d the .tarmer Js .ask-ed to pay .a =big price for .expo.r.ting w.heat and flour.. .Now;, if we could expand .our :wool 
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product and hide product up to about the limit of the borne de
mand, and decrease our wheat product to about the limit of 
the home demand, we would enormously advance the price of 
all three articles. We have got the land in the country; we 
have got to use it for some purpose. If the raising of cattle 
and wool is not sufficiently remunerative, we will use that land 
for raising grain. If we allow heavy importations of wool and 
hides, we will keep down the price of the hides and the wool, 
and thereby force the greater production of wheat. If, on the 
other hand, by a tariff sufficiently high, we keep out the greater 
portion of the imports of wool and hides, we will raise the value 
of tliose articles in this country, use more of our land for the 
production of those articles, use less for the productiou of 
wheat, and thereby also enhance the value of our wheat. 

Now, l\1r. President, your manufacturers of these leather 
products have got the entire market of the United States for 
your product. Why not give us the same thing? Why are we, 
the farmers, not entitled to the same thing? I should like an 
answer to that. 

Most of the leather men and tanners claim that they are at 
the mercy of tbe packers, and I am coming right to that prop
osition now. In leather manufactures I am taking not only 
the tanners, but the leather manufacturers of all kinds gen
erally. But even if this were true, is not the farmer who sells 
the meat that is under the hide equally at the mercy of the 
packers? And carrying the matter a step further, is not every 
consumer at the mercy of the manufacturer of all articles of 
leather? 

Go into the market and see if you can get any particular 
brand of shoe one penny cheaper in one city than you can get 
it in another, in San Francisco a cent cheaper than in Denver. 
You will find such a combination as prohibits the retail dealer 
from selling a shoe for any less than a certain specified price. · 

I am not saying, l\1r. President, that the prices are not rea
sonable. I am assuming that they are; but the best informa
tion that I can get is that generally in all these known brands of 
shoes there is no competition. There may be in some of the 
cheaper lines of shoes. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROOT in the chair). Does 

the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from 
Vermont? 

Mr. McCUZIIBER. certainly. 
l\Ir. PAGE. I should like to know why the Senator picks out 

one manufacturer, or two or three, of shoes who makes a very, 
very small percentage of the great aggregate and couples the 
whole trade with them? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I can probably pick out dozens of those·, 
and, taking all the manufacturers, it is probably the greater 
proportion. 

Mr. PAGE. That is a mistake as wide as anything could 
possibly be. The great manufacturers of shoes in this country, 
extending from one end to the other, make shoes that are sold 
through the jobbers. I do not know what the per cent is, but 
the Sena tor is certainly far a way from the fact when he says 
that men like Douglas, who make a widely advertised shoe, 
control the market. It can not be true. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I mean all of the better shoes that are 
used by the American people generally, and probably by the 
greater majority of them. The American people wear pretty 
good shoes these years. I saw an exhibit here the other day 
of a pair of shoes. It appealed to my younger days very much, 
when I used to be upon the farm. I can not imagine how they 
can sell a great many pairs of those shoes in a year, because, 
as I remember, they would last a boy a lifetime. They were 
so hard you could Iiot make a dent in them even with an ax. 
I can not suppose that there is any great quantity of those 
shoes being consumed by the American people. 

But, .Mr. P1·esident, these manufacturers are not at the merey 
of the packers, by any means. First, they have the entire out-
side world to purchase from. ' 

The Senator admits that the packers have not got control 
of the outside world as yet. 

Ur. PAGE. That is right. 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. Then the tanners have got an equal chance 

for all the hides produced outside of the United States, and they 
have an equal chance for the greater amount of hides produced 
in the United States. 

Let us see. In 1907 we imported : 
Pounds. 

HHles, dutJnble-------------------------------------- 134,, 671, 020 
Skins, not dutiable------------------------------- 120, 770, 918 

Total--------------------------------------- 255.441,938 
They could have pul.'chased every pound of these imported 

bides if they desired and they probably did purchase a greater 

quantity of them, as I. understand very little of the -imported 
hi'lles are purchased by the great packers. They had the same 
opportunity as the packers. It was only a question of who 
would pay most for them. Second, about 73 per cent, now 
mark you, of the hides of cattle and calves prod.need in the 
United States are not owned or produced by the packers. They 
have all this 73 per cent to draw from. The total number of 
eattle slaughtered at the packing establishments last year was 
about 5,320,000. The total number, exclusive of cah·es, slaugh
tered in the United States is approximately 12,500,000. 'Ihere 
are slaughtered elsewhere in the United States, exclusive of 
calves, 7,180,000. 

Out of 71,267,000 cattle in this country1 more than 2,000,000 
die of disease or by accident, and from that source comes 
probably 1,000,000 fallen hides. All this is available .to the 
tanner. 

The total slaughter by independent packers, local butchers 
and farmers of 13,500,000 head of cattle and calves js 73 per 
cent of the grand total slaughtered in the United States of 
18,500,000 head of cattle and calves, and so forth. 

According to Bulletin No. 83 of the Department of Commerce 
and Labor there are 929 pacldng establishments in the Un!ted 
States. The so-called " big packers" have 38 slaughtering 
establishments. 

These people who claim that they are at the mercy of the 
Chicago packers must not forget that from 40 to 45 per cent 
of the cattle purchased in Chicago are not slaughtered there-
are not slaughtered by the packers-but are sent to the different 
States and generally to the Eastern States, where they are 
further fattened and slaughtered. That bring-s hides right home 
to -the eastern manufacturet'. 

The total numbei· of cattle marketed in Chicago in 1907 "·as 
about 3,305,314; calves, 421,943; total, 3,727,057. 

Of the cattle thus marketed there were from the western 
ranges 377,000, or 11.4 per cent. The balance came mainly 
from the corn belt States, Iowa leading. 

The following table will show the importations into this 
country since 1898. ~ 

I want to give the first table: 
Total slaughter, exclusive of calves ____________________ 12, 500, 000 
Slaughtered by the trust, exclusive of calves_____________ 5, 000, 000 
Fallen hides --------------------------------------- -- 1, 000, 000 

18,500,000 
Less the packers ------------------------------------- 5, 000, 000 

Total----------------------------------------- 13,500,000 
The large packers would then produce 27 per cent, and from 

all other sources 73 per cent. 
Now, the shoe men or leather manufacturers have 73 per cent 

of the home product and all of the foreign product that is im
ported into this country to go to, as against the trust produc
tion in the United Stat('..s. 

I have here a table of the imports into the United States of 
hides and skins other than furs, which I ask may be incorpo
rated in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFinCER. Without objeetion, the request 
will be granted. . 

The table ref erred to is as follows: 
Imports into the United States of hi<les and. skins (not including goat

akins) , other than furs, 1898--1908. 

Oattle hides. 

Year ending June 30- 1-----------:----------

1898---·-- -·----------- -- · 
1899 .... --- ------- ---------· 
1900-- --- - ---- -----------· 

u::::==============·1 
1903-----·-·-~-- -· ---- ---
1004 .... ---- ---------·-----· 1905 __________________ _ 

~~========~==========] Averages: 
1898-1900 (expallsion)_ 
lOOi-5 (dep:rf'.ssion)_~--
1906-7 (expans.ion) ___ _ 

Dutiable. 

Pounds. 
126 '243, 595 
130' 398 ' 00() 
163,865,165 
129, 174,624. 
148,627 ,90"7 
131,64-!,325 

85,370,168 
113,177,357 
156,155,300 
134,671,020 

98,353,249 

138,325,273 
99,273,762 

145,413,160. 

Dollars. 
13,624,989 
13,621,946 
19,408,217 
14,647,413 
17,474,039 
16,l 'i9,00-2 
10,989,035 
14,949,62& 
21,862,060 
20,649,258 
12,044,435 

15,822,751 
12,959,332 
21,255,6j9 

Nondutiable." 

Pounds. 
54,607,534 
66,965,785 

100,070,795 
77,989,617 
89,457,680 

102,340,303 
103,0'U,752 
126,893,934 
l~,045,419 
135,111,199 
120, 770' 918 

El,905,286 
114,959,343 
146,578,309 

Dollars. 
7, 667,342 
9,877,771 

16, 539, 007 
12,995,567 
15,05-1,400 
16,942,982 
17,0i5,304 
2"2,868,797 
30,2-16,198 
30, 841,989 
25,400,575 

13,179,645 
19,957,()5(} 
3(),544,094 

o Includes filnt-dried skins (arsenicated) of cattle weighing less than 
12 pounds, dry salted skins weighing less than 15 pounds, and green 
salted hides weighing less than 25 pounds, but does not include goat
skins. 

l\ir, McOUMBER. If there are those who doubt that the 
duty on hides is a benefit to the American farmer, the following 
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table showing the greatly increased importation of hides and skins 
prior to the adoption of the Dingley tariff may be interesting : 

Pounds. 
1902 _____________ :: _________ _______________________ 319,094,698 
1903 _______________________________________________ 274,733,467 
1904 ___________________ ____________________________ 337,874,862 
190~-----------------------------------------~----- 42~ . 280,110 
1906----------------------------------------------- 370, D83,815 

Thi will show the enormous amount of hides that tt'ere im
ported oyer and abo•e what has been imported under the pro
tective system, and as everyone understands the •alue of the 
hide is fixed by the quantity of hides at the place of consump
tion-the less of the . imported hides you bring into the United 
States the greater the value of the home-produced hide at the 
place Df protection. 

I carried on this colloquy a little longer than I intended. · I 
ha Ye, I think, demonstrated" one thing, and all agree with me 
upon that; first, that the 15 per cent duty is a benefit to the 
farmer. I think I ha•e demonstrated another thing, that the 
farmer ought to haye double that instead of 15 per cent. I 
think it needs no demonstration whatever to convince e•ery 
Senator that if he is entitled to 15 per cent or 30 per cent upon 
the hide he is entitled to the sam·e amount upon the kip and 
upon the calfskin. I think it is almost self-evident to everyone 
that we are not going to get any ·reduction in the price of the 
manufactured article by i·eason of taking off the tariff. There 
is just one thing that will r educe the value of the manufac
'tured article, and that is hard times, when the consumer will 
not be able to pay the present price; and if we have good times, 
as I believe we will when we get through with this tariff, the 
chanceil are that it is going to raise the prices about to the 
ability of the American consumer to pay, tariff or no tariff. 

1\fr. l\lcLAURIN obtained the :floor. 
1\fr. PAGE. I should like to have a moment for a question. 
Mr. l\[cLAURIN. I will yield for a question. 
1\Ir. PAGE. The Senator from Korth Dakota said that he 

would instruct me or he would give the Senate facts in regard 
to the duty on hides. I understood him to make that statement 
in answer to a question. I should like to hn:ve him tell tbe Sen
ate what he thinks the actual gain to his Korth Dakota farmer 
is on each hide, if be has :figured it out, because I think that is 
a •ery important point to be brought out in this discussion. 

l\1r. l\lcCUMBER. That would depend entirely upon the 
weight of the hide. Take the number of pounds in the hide 
and add 15 per cent to it. '1.'he Senator can determine what it 
would be just as well as I could. I simply say that he gets 15 
per cent benefit, or $15 on every hundred dollars' worth of bides. 

1\fr. PAGE. I can make the computation in a minute, if the 
Senator will yield to me. 

I hare since yesterday figured it to a penny. I took the 
values of hides for several years, as gi'\"en by the repre
.sentative of the Cattle Dealers' Association here, and they aver
aged nine and a fraction of a cent per pound. The average of 
hides has been for the twelve years reported 8.96. Now, that 
represents 115 per cent of the value of foreign hides. In other 
words, the foreign bide would be worth 7.79, leaving the duty 
on a pound of hides 1.17 cents. The ayerage weight of hides, 
as I know it to be in New England, is 48 pounds. In the West 
it may be as much as 58 pounds. 

l\lr. M:cCUMBEil. The western hide is a thicker hide. 
Mr. PAGE. I am sure it is. I believe that the average 

weight is 53 pounds, taking the East and West together. This 
gives us a duty of 62 cents on each hide, or 62 cents and a very 
small fraction. 

The claim of the senior Senator from Wyoming is that we 
have 10 000,000 farmers. It is an admitted fact that the num
ber of hides slaughtered annually is 14,000,000, or 1.4 hides to 
·each farmer of the country. Sixty-two cents per hide, multiplied 
by the number of hides produced by each farmer-1.4-gives 
the average farmer 86.8 cents as the total supposed benefit ac
cruing to him from this duty, provided he gets the whole duty. 

Now, just one word fmther. I want to tell the Senate what 
has gone out to the world from the western people in regard 
to this matter. I read from the CoNORESSIONAL RECORD some 
statistics put in by the senior Senator from l\Iontana [Mr. 
CARTER] yesterday : _ 

The present 15 per cent -nd va!orem duty on hides me ans an increased 
valuation of about $3 per head for every beef animal now owned by 
tlie farmers and stock growers uf the country. 

Now, think of the facts as they are and as they a re here 
represented. 

I want to go a little further. They have even gone so far as 
to say that $1 per hide is added on calves and that the packer 
benefits $3,016,241 on calves, being a dollar apiece. I want to 
say to Senators that the cost of bringing a calfskin from Havre~ 

France, to this country is 14 cents-per hundred pounds. I do not 
know what it is from Denver to Chicago, but I am sure tlmt it 
is more than five, and I guess it is more than se\en, times as 
much. Trade is absolutely free on skins, and the price of calf
skins is not changed one single mill by the 15 per cent duty, 
while the representations of the western cattlemen are that the 
duty on hides increases the value of calf kins $1 each. 

l\1r. McL.A.UilIN. Mr. President, the question as to whether 
hides shall be taxed or whether they shall go upon the free 
list is not involved in the amendment. The only question in
volved in the amendment is whether or not it is right to dis
criminate against the producer of small hides in fa•or of the 
producer of large hides, and not, I was about to say, in favor 
of the manufacturer of leat her and shoes; but it is only the 
question of whether it is right to discriminate in favor of the 
large bide against the small hide. That was the only question 
which I presented to the Senate yesterday. I was not in that 
discussion interested in any other q~estion ill'rnl\ed in the. 
amendment, but only in the que ~tion involvecl in the amend
ment which I offered to the amendment of the committee. 

I thought then, and I think now, that if the producer of a 
hide weighing 25 pounds or more shall be permitted to obtain 
the ad\antage of a revenue tariff or a protective tariff, the 
same adyantage ought to go to the producer of a hide which 
weighs lei:;s than 25 pounds. All that I rose yesterday for was 
to explain to the Senate that this was the only question in
volved in tbe amendment which I introduced. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] , however, took occa
sion to argue against my amendment and to felicitate himself 
upon the fact that the Treasury Department had made a ruling 
which cut out all hides under 25 pounds. He made a speech, 
which has many splendid points in it, and I am not here to 
criticise any Democratic point in his speech; but it had points 
in it which are not, in my judgment, Democratic, because I do 
not believe that it is Democratic to put a protective tariff upon 
shoes that will compel the wearer of shoes to pay a higher 
price for them, and to put upon the free list the hides of the 
farmer who wea rs the protected shoe, and thereby enable the 
manufacturer of leather and of shoes to· purchase the hides of 
the farmer at a lower price. 

It is admitted now that the duty on any article is added to 
the price of that article. It has been the doch·ine of the party 
to which the Senator from Virginia and I have all of our lives 
belonged that the amount of the duty on any article is added 
to the price of that article; and that doctrine is now becoming 
recognized not only by the Democratic party, but by tbe Repub
lican party, for you have beard it argued, asserted, and ad
mitted here time and again by Republican Senators during thiiS 
discussion that the amount of the tariff is added to the price of 
the article. That was ndmitted by both the Senator from North 
Dakota [l\Ir. McCuMBER] and the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
PAGE] in their colloquy just a few moments ago. It has been 
asserted as I understood them, by the Senator from Iowa [l\fr. 
CuMMI~S], by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE], and 
by a number of other Senators that the amount of the tariff is 
added to the price of the article upon which the duty is laid . 
That being so, 1\fr. President, there is no benefit to the wearer 
of shoes by giving to the manufacturer of shoes free bides. 

The Senator from Virginia declaimed eloquently in favor of 
allowing people who are to wear shoes to get them at a cheap 
price. I propounded the query to him whether he was willing 
to vote for fre~ leather and free shoes as well as for free hides. 
That question he did not answer. The amount of the tariff 
goes into the cost of the bide to the manufacturer, but it does 
not go into the price of the shoe to the wearer. In the very 
nature of the case it can not do so. The manufacturer of the 
shoe when he goes to sell to his customer, raises the price of his 
shoe' the amount of the duty upon his shoe. If he raises it 
more than that, the importer will come in, compete with bim, 
and undersell hlm. Thei.·efore he can raise it that much, and 
does raise it that much, and no more. It does not make any 
difference to him whether he gets his hides free or whether he 
pays a tariff upon bis hides ; be raises th~ price of his shoes the 
amount of the tariff upon shoes, and no more, just as I have 
said because if he raises it higher than that, the importer will 
und~rsell him, and the customer will buy from th<; importer 
instead of the manufacturer. 

The same rule holds good with the tanner. The large tan
neries of this country raise the price of their leather to the 
extent of the duty on leather, just exactly as the manufacturer 
of shoes raises the price of his shoes the amount of the duty 
upon shoes that much, and no more. So the question. of the 
price of shoes is not affected at all by the tariff upon hides. 
The only question involved in it is whether the shoe manufac
turer and the manufacturer of leather will get the benefit of 



1909. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-_ SENATE. 3639 

the tariff -0r wh-ether the Government wm .get -it. 'il'hat is 'the 
<>n1y rquestion involved in the ·amendment offered, which pro
poses t o pi.1t a '<luty lll)(}Il hides if th-e duty 'remains upon leather 
and shoe. 

Mr. President, the ruling, upon which the Senator from V~ · 
ginia felicitat ed lhimself, which put alJ bides undoer 25 pounds 
on the free list ·cost the Gevern.ment of t he United States in tile 
years fr.om 1899 to 1907, inclusive, mo-re than $16,000,{)()() ·of vev
enue. Does anybody wh-0 knows anything about the .question 
nt all suppose that t hat amount of -revenue was left in the 
.pockets of the wearers -0f shoes which were purchased from the 
manufacturers of the ·shoes? A hoy 15 yeai·s old ·could go 'into 
a bookstore and butt his head agamst the counter and know 
more than that. It \vent inoo ·the pockets of the manufacturer 
·of shoes and -0f leather. 

Now, I :vefer to page ·479 of Imports and Duties, and I ask 
that Table No. 2043, ·calfskins, including the years from 1898 
to 1907, inclusive, be appended to my rema.rlts. 

The PRESIDING '0FFIOER. ln the absence of -0bje0tion, 
permission is gr-anted. 

The table referred t<:> is ,as follows .: 
No. 2048.-C<l'lfskins. 

Average. 

Fiscal 
year 

ended Rate of duty. Quantity. · Value. Duty Value Ad 
June collected. per valo-
30--

I , :Pov:nils. ; 
1898 {15 per eent_ ____ _ _ 'l,647,405 $280.,859:00 ' $43,478~85 

---- Free of duty ______ 10,oss ,ms 1,473.,287..CJO -~-------
1899 _________ do-------·---- · 24,85fA. 369 3,616,434.27 . __________ _ 

1;x~ ~~i~m~:~j~~, n:m~m : tii:i ~~~~~~~ 
1005 ___ _ ___ _-do ______ __ .. __ 50,144,313 !.1,775,400.02 ---------
l !JOO ____ ----do __________ , fJ6,102,594 11,4.66,'0-27 .-64 ---------
J.907 ________ do ____________ . 48,991~055 : ~63 .. '702.51 ----------

unit o:f rem 
-quan- rate oi 
tity. duty. 

$0.176 
• 14.6 
• 147 
•. 161 
• 165 
• 172 
• 171 
• 17 
.l9"5 
;20! 
.227 

:Per ct. 
15 

Tuee . 
Free . 
Free . 
Free . 
Free . 
Free . 
Free . 
Free. 
Free. 
Free. 

Mr .. McLAURIN. This table shows that in 1'907 the imports 
of calfskins into this country amounted to 48;991;055 pounds. 
The -va lue was $11,163,702.51. Estimating the taritI which then 
·existed upcm hides it would be a little more than two :and 1tbree
f.ourths million dollars. For 1906 the amount was '.$56,102,594 
pounds, valued .at $11,456,027.64. The tariff -0n tb.a't would have 
been considerably more than two and 'three-fourths million 
dollars. The other is from the time that the calfskins were 
put t\pon the free list by the ·ruling ·of the Treasury Depart
ment, taking on down from 1899 to 1900, 1901, and .so forth, 
and they are ·so:methi'ng less, but they increased every year up 
to 1906, and then they decreased for 1907. 

Mr. President, the tariff upon shoes amounted la.st year to a 
little more than $41;000. The tariff upon hides ·was nearly 
$3,000,000. Do you propo·se to leave the tariff on shoes which 
will enable the manufacturers of shoes to tax the cons~mer to 
t~e extent ?f 1-5 per cent, to take the tariff .entirely off of 
hides and give that to the manUfactu-rers of shoes, not to the 
Treasucy of the United States? That is the proposition inv-0lv.ed 
in putting hides up.on the free list and leather :and ·shoes upon 
the dutiable list. ram not in a:ny sense .a protectionist as those 
who advocate the unjust ·and unequal doctrine "Of the Repub
liean party are called, but whose <doctrine .coUld more pro.perly 
be denom.inated " extortion." The fact that only $41 ooo was 
eollected from the importation of shoes evidences that f~w .shoes 
were imported, :and th·e.refore that the manu:facturers of Shoes 
had practically a monopoly of the shoe business of this eountry 
.and could tax the wholesaler, retailer, and consumer as they 
pleased. · -

If I could have my way, I would put leather aBd shoes and· 
hides all upon the free Ust. Why? ~cause if y.ou 1>Ut boots 
and shoes upon the free list it will enable the wearer 'Of shoes 
ta purcha-se his shoes that much cheaper~U> pa· cent cheaper 
tllan if the -duty is upon 'the shoes. 'Then if you rmt :shoes 
·upon the free list, the tariff must necessarily be taken 'Off of 
leather. Leather must necessarily go upon the 'free list· .and 
!if you put leather upon the free list, necessarily you must put 
hides upon the free list. This would reverse the ·order ·of the 
Senaror ·from Virginia. He said that if you should cut the .sill 
and destroy it the :faltt.'ic would come down. That may be so · 
but the foundation of this is not the tariff upon the hides, but 
lit is the tariff upon the shoes. When you put the itarti! -upon 
.shoes, the :next tariff comes upon leather ; then 'the n.ex.t tariff 

comes 1iJPOn 1hides ; but if you take the tariff. off of :shoes, then 
you must necessa1·ily take the tariff -0ff -0f leather .and off of 
hid.es. So that the f-0undation of this, the sill <>f this, is not 
the !f:ariiff upon hides, ·but the ta,ri:ff ·upon shoes. 

. l\Ii:. .Pitesident, men do not wear green hides nor dry hides ; 
they do not wear sh0es made -of green hides nor dry bides·; but 
they wear shees made -0-f leather. Therefore, taking the ta.riff 
off of hides .can not affect the :PTice ,of shoes ; it -can not affect 
:the .consumer -0-f shoes. For this reason I :run in favor of put
ting all tthree of these articles-hides, leatl).er, and shoes-u:rc 1 
the free list; but I am not in favor of 'PUtting a tariff u:von 
shoes that will -enabl.e the manufacturer of shoes to sell his 
product higher to the wea1·er -of the shoe, the .consumer of Ure 
shoe, and taking it off of hides, and taking the .revenue that is 
produeed from !bi-des -0ut of the Treasury, thereby allowing the 
manufacturer of shoes to b:uy :from the farmer tb.e raw mate
rial, the hides, at a cheaper price. 

T-hls :revenue must ·be mad.e up somewhere by somebody. If 
the duty is taken ·off of hides, -then the $3,000,-000, which is 
taken out of the Treasury .of the Unit-ed States by put ting 
.hides up.on the !free list and putting that $3,000,000 into the cof
fers of the shoe manufacturers must be made up by a tariff 
taxation upon the people -oa some other product. If you put 
shoes -on the free list and leather -0n the free list, then I will 
;vote for putting bides -on tlle free list; but if shoes are put on 
the ·dutiable list and leath-er on the dutiable list, I shall v-ote 
for a tariff on hides, provided all hides are included. 

It has been said by the Sena tor from Vermont tha..t it is 
known in :technical parlance that calfskins are those weighing 
up to 15 pounds, and between 15 pounds and 20 pounds a:re 
called "kipskins," .and after that they are caned "bides." I 
·do not believe :that the language employed by Congress :Putting 
a duty of. 25 per cent upon all hides was intended. to be con
-strued by that technical parlance, but it was understood to be 
.a tariff upon the Bkins of .animals, whether they weighed 1 
pound or whether they weighed 25 pounds. The same reason
ing, as was so well -said by the 'Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr.. M-cOuMBER], for putting -a tariff -on hid~ weighing .50 
IJOunds ·exists for putting a t ariff on hides weighing 10 _paunds. 
That ·same reason must have moved the Congress in putting 
:a tai·iff on hides. Wllen we ·begin to construe the 1anguage -0f 
{)ongress and to interpret the d:ntention 'Of Congress we do it by 
.getting at the reason and the motive that prompted Congress 
in the ,enactment ·of the law; and the same reason., as was wel1 
said 'by the Senator from North Dakota, that would :prompt t he 
putting of a tariff 'On hides weighing 50 pounds would prompt 
the putting of a tariff on hides weighing 10 pounds. 

It is understood all over the country that when we speak of 
hi.des we speak of the hides of all -animals, however small, and 
it is the common understanding of the people :of the c-0untry 
who .are to be governed ·by the law, and this construction ought 
to !be ·given iby all those who administ.er the law; 

Mr. PAGE. ~fr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the ·senator from Mississippi 

yield .to the 'Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. McLAURIN. I do. 

· Mr. PAGE. I think I -can say, without any question, to the 
Senator from Missis&ippi that the matter was carefully coosid
erecl and discussed ·at the time of the enactment of the Dingley 
b-ill. My reason for say'ing that is this~ As a dealer in hides 
.and calfskins I was very much interested, as I thought then-I 
do not think so ·much so now-in that matter. I wrote to Sen
ator Proctor, who was my intimate friend, and asked him if t:he 
provision covered calfskins as well as hides. He went to Sen
·ator .Allison and, after conferring with him .about it, wrote .m·e. 
He said: . 

l 'have been to Allison, who knows all :aoout this matter, and he tells 
me tlrat ithey have decided not to place .a duty upon skins, but only 
upon hides. 

.Mr. McLAURIN. ..l\fr . .President, when :we want to get at 
the meaning of the language of Congress, we do it by taking 
the common l.mderstandlng 'Of :the common people as to that 
language and what it means.- ' The law is made to govern .all the 
;people, and -ought to 'be in language that :all the people can 
understand. What is the meaning 0f 'it as understood by all 
tbe 'People of this country? What do we understand? Y-011 
may go to a thousand farmers in this country and you may 
ask them the question, ·" Wha.t does ' hide ' mean?" And they 
Will tell )"Ou that it means the hide of a yearling Jjust as much 
a.s it means the hide of a st eer. If you have not raised this 
qnesti-0n with them, you muy take a thousand · men, :and t hey 
Wl.11 :te1l :you tb.a:t i:hey never heard of the .wor(l " hide M ·niea1'1.h1g 
any'tbing ·else but the hide of an animal._ So you are not 'to 
take :the 'Private .miderstanding of this man or of thf\.t man, but 
y~m .a:re to take tile understa.nrung th.at is given ~by the hmguage 
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u~d, the import of that language; and the import of that lan
guage is that "hides" means hides. 

I know it has heen said that nobody engages in the business 
of raising hides; that they raise bee.ves, but not hides. I should 
like to see that breed of hideless beeves. I have never seen one 
of them yet, and until this discussion came up I never heard 
of a hideless beef. I thought all beeves had hides and that ·the 
hide was a part of the beef, just exactly as much as his eyes 
or his meat or any other part of him, and anything that is 
Yaluable about him for sale goes into the price of the purchase. 

l\fr. P .AGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from l\lississippi 

yield further to the Senator from Vermont? 
l\Ir. l\fcLAURIN. I do. 
l\fr. PAGE. I do not rise to further discuss the question of 

the duties on hides. I have already taken . more time than I 
ought to haye done, but the Senator says that the farmers of 
this country would all say that the language of this applies to 
all classes and all weights of hides. That is true; but the Sena
tor unquestionably knows that the language which governs tariff 
bills is the language at New York before the Board of Ap
praisers. 

l\fr . .l\IcLAURIN. No; I beg the Senator's pardon. I do not 
understand that, unless the language of New York is just ex
actly the same as the language of the remainder .of the country. 

l\lr. PAGE. I only know that that is the general understand
ing. I know that I was very much interested in a decision on 
lumber. Once the question aroRe as to what was a manufac
ture of wood and what was a dressed board. I was before the 
Board of Appraisers for weeks, and this illustrates this case 
pretty well. The Board of Appraisers held, first, that a board 
that was · surfa'ced" and planed and matched, we will say, or 
edged, was a dressed board only, but the lumbermen claimed 
it was a manufacture of wood. Different pieces of wood were 
brought in there; some were planed and matched, some were 

·planed on two sides. 
Those who contended that such wood was not manufactured 

wood were able to present in the course of that discussion pieces 
of board, all of which those who claimed a matched board was 
simply a dressed board said were clearly dressed boards and 
not manufactures of wood. But an expert came there, and 
picking up those pieces, in about a minute he put together one 
of the finest molded window frames. It was so nicely done 
that those who claimed that matched boards were not manu

. factured wood were astounded and they were convinced-
although the Supreme Court afterwards overruled the decision-
tha t they were wrong. · 

The point is that you go by the decision of the Board of Ap
praisers. They have had a long experience in deciding what 

· this or that article is, and they come after a time to take the 
common understanding among the merchants as to what is a 
hide, what is . a kipskin, what is a ·· calfskin, and that rules 
rather than the understanding of the farmers of the· country. 

Mr. McLA.URIN. Mr. President, I think the laws ought to 
be interpreted according to the common understanding of our 
language, and not to any occult meaning that is to be given 
to it by any cult of any kind. I feel that it is a dangerous 
thing for the people to find upon the statute books a. law which 
is in language that is understood by all the people of the coun
try to mean one thing, except by a few people who are a so
ciety unto themselves, and who have a meaning that is a secret 
meaning to themselves. The laws ought not to be secret; the 
laws ought to be open, and they ought to be in language that 
will be understood by all the people of the country. That can 
not be done unless you adopt in your laws the language of the 
plain, common people of the country. 

l\lr. President, I have taken a great deal more time than r 
intended, but the interruptions have caused me to say more than 
I intended to say; not things that I would not have said if they 
had occurred to me, but more than I intended to say at the 
time I rose. 

I want to be understood as being oppos~d to this discrimina
tion and to register my voice he:te as well . as my vote against 
any discrimination between hides of sm3ll cattle .and .the hides 
of large cattle, between the man who is not able to drive his 
great herds to market and the man who is able to drive his 
great herds to market. . 

It ought to be understood by the people of this cotmtry that 
. when the Congress of the United States assembles, it assembles 
for the purpose of representing en:-rybody, and that the man 
who is not able to come and lay ills ca~e before the committee 
will ha>e justice administered to him as faithfully, as Im

.partially, and as equaJJy as the man who. is able, out of the 
abunda!! 'e of llis wealth, to come before the committee and 
advocate special prfrileges and special laws in his special be-

half. I am not in favor of that. I still believe that it is the 
first downward step in the destruction of this Government or 
in the destruction of any goyernrnent by your laws' discrimina
tion to say that no man can get right ·and justice in this coun
try by the representatives that are sent by the people of the 
country to legislate for them unless he comes himself and advo
cates before the committee and before the Senators and before 
the Representatives hi Congress the interest that be has· in com
mon with all the other common and plain people of the country. 

I can not without registering my voice as well as my vote 
against this proposition permit it to go to a vote. I hope my 
amendment to the amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President, it was my purpose to submit 
at some length some observations upon the pending question, 
but it has been discussed at such length, and every phase of it 
has been so fully covered, I feel as though it would be an im
position upon the Senate to unduly trespass upon its patience 
or to overtax its indulgence. I will endeavor in what I have 
to say to be brief, and will not dwell unduly or at length upon 
statistics covering the industries involyed. They have already 
been largely submitted by those who have addressed the Senate. 

l\fr. President, although my vote on this question will not be 
governed by the interests in my own State alone, yet I feel, in 
justice to the farmers and stock raisers of South Dakota, I 
should make my position known and do everything possible to 
conserve and protect this important industry of my State. 

South Dakota stands ninth among the States of the Union 
in its Ii ve-stock interest. As shown by the report of the Secre
tary of Agriculture, it had on January 1, 1908," a total of 
2,034,000 cattle and milch cows, with a farm valuation of · 
$42,663,000. 

· The people of the State therefore have a vital and a pressing 
interest in the question now under consideration. They feel 
the rate of duty proposed is just and equitable, and that they 
are beneficiaries thereunder. To remove the present rate of 15 
per cent and subject them to the free competition of the for
eign producer, to my mind is unfair and unjust, and under the 
conditions proposed is utterly indefensible. 

If, howeYer, the farmers and stock raisers of the country had 
the slightest assurance that by a removal of the duty any 
benefit or ad>antage whatever would inure to them or to the 
general public, in the lowering of the price of boots and shoes, 
or of any of the products of leather, there might be some reason 
or justification upon which to base this demand . . But neither 
from the witnesses who testified in the hearings before the 
Ways and Means Committee of the House or before the Finance 
Committee of the Senate, nor in the speeches that have been 
made here, has any assurance been given that any benefit, direct 
or indirect, would accrue to the consumers of leather pro<lucts, 
or that the prices in any respect would be lowered. 

Mr. President, for such a demand to be made, and under such 
circumstances, it seems to me unfair, unjust, and, to state it 
mildly, utterly selfish. The proposition made is that the farmer 
and stock raiser are to be sacrificed, and they are to be stripped 
of the protection afforded them, while the tanners and the 
manufacturers of boots and shoes and of all the products are 
to retain the rates of duty under the provisions of the bill. The 
further suggestion io made that the hide of the steer is the
raw product, and, under the rule propo ed, should be admitted 
free of duty. This, it seems to me, is a false doctrine, and, in 
fairness to the farmer, can no.t and should not be urged. It 
has already been fully answered, and I do not feel like tres
passing upon the patience of the Senate to review it. 

But the steer is the product of three or four years of care, of 
expense in capital inYested in the farms in v.ages paid to em
ployees, in the consumption of the products of the farm on which 
he is fed to maturity, including the risks of loss by disease or 
otherwise. To the farmer the steer ready for market, with the 
hide, is the finished product as far as he is concerned. Technic
ally, the hide may be the raw material to the tanner. But it is 
no more the raw material to the tanner than the product of the 
tanner is to the maker of boots and shoes . or to · the harne s 
maker or the saddler or any of the other finishers of leather. 

I submit, Mr. President, the p1;oducer of hides, in all fair
ness, is entitled. to a like degree of protection, the same as the 
tanner and the manufacturer of its products. He is' obliged 
to · meet the same competition from the foreign producer. Ile 
has capital investecl, he has labor to pay, he bears the risks 
and uncertainties of the business. If the hide market of this 
country is to be opened to the free competition of the world, 
what superior claims haye the tanners or the manufacturers of 
boots and shoes or the manufacturers of leather in any form 
over those of the American farmer? 

I submit, l\fr. President, if this duty is to be removed entirely 
I can · see no just ground why the duties on leather or any of 
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its products should be retained on the dutiable list. 
argument applies to the one as to the other. 

The s~J,D.e and elsewhere, and the farmer and stockman who have their 
investments in the farm and in the cattle, may be protected 
against foreign competition at a less investment and at a lower 
wage rate. And in view of the great production of cattle in 
Argentina and other South American countries on their cheap 
lands and at a low wage scale and the danger from large im
portation from that source and with cheap ocean freight rates, 
I would protect the farmer at least in the present duty upon 
hides. I would also protect the tanner, the manufacturer of 
boots and shoes and the manufacturer of all the products of 
leather with a proper; fair, and just ·rate, so that they, in like 
manner, would be protected from foreign invasion and against 

Much has been said in this debate, largely, it seems to me, to 
divert the issue that the present duty, like the one proposed, is 
in the interest of the great packing industry or beef trust, a~d 
that now the farmers receive no benefit from the duty now m 
force. It occurs to me it bas been clearly demonstrate<;l in this 
discussion by abundant proof that the farmers do receive the 
full ra te of protection from the present duty. I am not here to 
justify the packers or speak in their defense. If they are vio
lators of the law, let the machinery of the courts be brought 
into execution, that they may obey it. It ~hould not be insisted 
here that the farmers of this country, through this legislation, 
should bear the responsibility for the wrongdoing of others. 

According to the statistics submitted this morning by the 
Sena tor from Ncrth Dakota. [Mr. McCuMBER], the product of 
the hides controlled by the beef trust is 27 per cent. No one 
during this debate has placed the amount over 43 per cent of 
the annual production of the entire country. I regret this as 
mucll as anyone, but it has not been demonstrated by any sug
gestion made during this debate that the removal of the duty 
would alter or change existing conditions, as far as this particu
lar trust is concerued. This situation must be met in some 
other way, and can not be relieved in the manner suggested. 

This same argument was invoked and the same issue raised 
twelve years ago, when the duty was placed on hides in the 
Dingley ·Act. 

The duty proposed could be sustained upon the ground of 
revenue alone. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MCLAURIN] 
a few moments since made reference to it as a source of reve
nue and declared it produced upward of $3,000,000. To be 
exact, l\Ir. President, for the year 1907 the duty on hides pro
duced $3,115,390; but it must be remembered there was re
turned in drawbacks to the importers of foreign hides $907,386, 
leaving a net revenue of $2,208,0()4. 
· If it were demonstrated that the manufacturers of boots 
and shoes and of leather had not been successful in their business 
and were not now successful, there might be some justifir.ation 
or excuse for them making the p1ea for a reduction of this 
duty. . These industries, however, have been most prosperous 
during the time this duty has been in force. If the duty is to 
be removed and the farmer and the producers of cattle and live 
stock are to meet the competition of the world in the ir.ee im
portation of hides and the lower rate of wages of foreign coun
tries and the less investment of capital on account of cheaper 
lands, then the same rule should be applied to the rnanufac
. turers of leather products. Considering the number of people 
engaged in the raising of cattle and the capital invested in the 
industry, it occurs to me at least a like consideration should 
be · shown to the farmers and stock raisers as to the boot and 
shoe manufacturers or the producers of leather. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Da

kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
Mr. GAMBLE. Certainly. . 
Mr. CLAPP. I wish to suggest to the Senator that probably a 

majority of those who favor taking the duty off of hides favor 
removing, or at least very mate;rially reducing, the duty on boots 
and shoes. One may vote to take the duty off of hides because 
he does not belieye the duty does anyone any good. He may 
vote to take the duty off of boots and shoes for a similar reason. 
But he never ought to vote to take them off simply because the 
duty has been taken from something else. If, however, he be
lieves, as I do and as others do, that the duty on boots and 
shoes is unnecessary, he should vote to take it off. 

But here is another question that I should like to submit to 
the Senator: I advocated the removal of the duty on hides be
cause the duty, as interpreted, only applies to certain kinds of 
hides; and the average fa1;mer, in my judgment, does not get 
anv benefit from that duty. That benefit is so diminished that 
by· the time it gets into active operation the ordinary small 
farmer gets nothing from it. That is my objection to it. On 
the other hand, I would be in favor, if we tax any bides, of tax
ing all hides. And while the man who produces a hide is labor
ing m1der one conditjon, and the man who is producing a shoe 
is laboring under another, ·and there is no analogy, yet the men 
who produce hides that weigh 25 pounds and hides that weigh 
15 pounds are laboring under pr~cisely the same conditions. 
And why should they not both have the same benefit? 

I should like to ask the Senator that question. 
Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President, in reply to the. suggestions 

made by my distinguished friend, I will say that I am in_ favor 
of a retention of the existing duty upon hides: · I am also in 
favor of a proper duty upon boots and shoes and all of the 
products of leather, so that the wage-earner upon the farm 

the cheaper labor from abroad. . 
It occurs to me, Mr. President, whether the person engaged 

in the business of the production of the hide, or in its tanning, 
or in the manufacture of its product, there should be the same 
fair and equitable rule applied to the one as well as to the other. 
I find the number of wage-earners in the tanning and finish
ing business and in boots and shoes in 1905, as returne_d by the 
Bureau of the Census, was 219,435, and the output for that year, 
as shown by the returns of the GoYernment, was $572,728,000. 
This represents large and substantial interests not only in wage
earners but in the extent of the manufactured product, and 
should be conse1Ted and is entitled to receirn the most careful 
consideration of this Congress in the provisions of the "pending 
bill. When, however, we compare the for egoing in the aggre
gate, in the number of people directly engaged therein and in the 
capital invested, the producers of hides far overreach the other, 
not only in number, but in the amount of the investment. · 

I find that-as shown by the census returns for 1905-the 
invested capital in the boot and shoe industry and in the 
leather and tanning industry aggregate{l $365,000,000, and the 
number of employees, as I heretofore stated, 219,000. The 
number of males engaged in agriculture and directly or in
directly interested in the production of live stock, as shown 
by the census of 1900, aggregated 8,771,000, and, I presume, 
at this time they have nearly reached 10,000,000. Independ
ently of the investment in the farm or the matters necessarily 
connected with this great industry, the value of the live stock 

~ upon .the farms alone on January 1, ~907, as shown by the 
report of the Department of Agriculture, aggregated $2,153,-
320,439. 

I do not claim this is a mutter that should be decided simply 
according to the amounts involved or. the number of those en
gaged in the different industries; but what I do say is that 
in legislating on these related interests, and especially when 
the one is antagonizing the other and when the law proposed 
to be enacted is liable to remain in force for an indefinite 
period, there should be fairness and equity in . the rates pre
scribed and in justice to all the interests involrnd. Mr. Presi
dent, the statistics of the Government show the _de>elopment 
and growth and prosperity of these two great industries-the 
boot and shoe and the leather industry. 

I will not take the time of the Senate to review all of the 
statistics given. I find in the Statistical Abstract for 1907, in 
the case of the boot and shoe industry, that the capital in>ested 
in 1900, practically three years after the passage of the Dingley 
law, was-I will only give round numbers-$99,819.000, and in 
i905 the capital invested had increased to $122,526,000. The 
average number of wage-earners had increased from 141,830 
in 1900 to 149,924 in 1905. The total wages paid in 1900 
were $58,440,000, and in 1805 they had increased to $69,059,000. 
The value of tlleir products, Mr. President, great as they 
are, had increased amazingly-from $258,969,000 in 1900 to 
$320,107,000 in 1905. • 

Take the industry of leather, tanned, curried, and finished. 
With $173,977,000 of capital invested in 1900, it had increased 
to $242,584,000 in 1905, and in the number of employees f rom 
52 239 in 1900 to 57,239 in 1905. The total wages paiLl in moo, 
$22,591,000, had increased to $27,000,049 in 1905; and the out
put had increased from $204,038,000 in 1900 to $252,620,000 in 
1905. . 

Mr. President, it seems to me these great interests and indus
tries dependent upon the product of the farmer as the producer 
of the hide have been wonderfully prosperous during the years 
while the present rate of duty has been in force. They have 
not only taken possession of our own markets, but have come 
into direct competition with all the markets of the world. Anu 
I find, Mr. President, as to the exports, that for the year 1907 
there were 5,883,914 pairs of boots and shoes exported, of a 
value of $10,666,000; and during the past twelve years this 
great industry in export trade has increased from $1,436,000 
to $11,469,000 during the last fiscal year, an increase of 1,000 
per cent. 
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1iir. President, should there be any complaint made by this 
industry against existing conditions when such a tremendous 
showing has been made? It has been enabled, as I say, to 
p<>ssess itself of and retain the domestic market, whkh is the 
greatest market of the world, and has exported $11,500,000 of 
their product during the past fiscal year. The duty the Gov
ernment has provided for this industry has aided in preserving 
the domestic market, because I find that in 1906 the quantity of 
hoots and shoes imported from foreign countries was of the 
value of $43,000, and since that time to 1907 has increased only 
to $164,000. 

It does not occur to me these interests are suffering or are 
endangered. Judging from the rate of wages paid~ from the 
profits not only of the boot and shoe manufacturers but of the 
leather interest itself, they have been enabled to prosper, to 
develop, and to grow and retain the domestic market, and come 
into direct competition with the markets of the world and to 
secure their full share. Why should they during such pros
perity at this time come and ask to strike down the nominal 
protection that is given to the farmers of this country upon the 
item of hides? 

To me, l\fr. President, it seems unwise, it seems unfair; to 
my mind it seems selfish in the extreme. The farmers of this 
country, especially in the area from whence this great product 
comes, are loyal protectionists. They believe in that policy. 
They do not believe in sectionalism. 

I do not beJ_ieve the manufacturing interests of the East 
should seek to take advantage of this great interest and despoil 
it of this limited protection, which, as it seems to me and as has 
been demonstrated here in this debate, inures to the benefit 
of the produceTs of cattle. Yet if it is stricken down, no com
pensation is proposed to be made, as far as the purchasers <>r 
consumers of either boots, shoes, harness, saddlery, -0r any of 
the products of leather are concerned. 

Mr. President, I believe the proposed duty should be main
tained in fairness to the great interests 1·epresented by the 
farmers and stock raisers <>f the country. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I think that nearly every 
phase of thi~ question has been covered by those who have 
spoken upon it; and yet I feel impelled to submit a few brief 
remarks bearing more particularly upon the political reason 
for maintaining the existing duty on leather, on hides, and on 
the products of leather. 

I am not one of those who are in favor -of putting shoes and 
the products of leather upon the free list merely because we 
can not, or in case we should not be able to, secure the duty we 
think we are entitled to. No greater element of danger could 
exist in this Government than that of retribution-of hitting 
back. There are times when it is a man's duty to hit back, 
but not when the responsibility of public service is behind his 
back. Spite legislation is intolerable even to contemplate. I 
am in favor of a duty, and a duty that will surely protect, 
within the principles of the Republican party, manufactures of 
every kind from leather. I merely say that in the beginning in 
order that there may be no mistake about my position {)n this 
question. 

We have a right to demand at the bands of Congress a duty 
of 15 per cent upon skins and hides. You might imagine, from 
some of the suggestions that have been made, that the world 
was made yesterday. I find that in the first tariff bill that 
was enacted, at the beginning of this Government, they put a 
duty of 5 per cent ad valorem oh hides and skins. Tliey 
were wise enough then to frame their legislation so that it 
covered the skins of animals of whatever age or weight. 

I suppose it may be suggested that we are wiser and that 
conditions have "Changed. Yes; we are wiser. We have avail
able to us all of the wisdom of that period p1us the wisdom 
that we have accumulated since. And I would not for a mo
ment suggest that we are bound by the action of the First 
Congress; but I would suggest that it is in this day instructive 
to us in considering the application of the principles which are 
to be applied on the ta1iff question. 

The Republican :pa1•ty stands pledged to a duty on hides. It 
stands pledged not only as a national party, but in the several 
States Republican majorities have been given becaus-e the Re- . 
publican party was so pledged. 

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. Mr. President-· -
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOHNSON 1).f North Dakota 

in the chair). Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Sen
a tor from Colorado? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 
Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretm·y will call the roll. 

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names : 
Aldrkh Clay Hughes Paynter 
Bacon Crane Johnson, N; Dak. Penrose 
Bailey Culberson Jones Perkins 
Borah Cummins Kean Piles 
Bourne Curtis La Follette Rayner 
Brandegee Daniel Lodge RGot 
Briggs Davis Lorimer Scott 
Bristow Dillingham Mccumber Shively 
Brown Dolliver , McLaurin Simmons 
Bulkeley >du Pont Martin Smith, Md. 
Burkett Fleteher Money Smith, Mich. 
Burnham Flint Nelson Smoot 
Burrows Foster Nixon Sutherland 
Burton Frye Oliver "l'aUaferro 
Carter Gnggeaheim Overman Warner 
Chamberlain Hale Owen Warren 
Clar:k, Wyo. Heyburn Page Wetmore 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-eight Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum of the Senate is present. 
The Senator from Idaho will proceed. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President. because trusts exist and 
oppress us is not a sufficient reason for abandoning the prin
ciples of a political party~ 

There is another suggestion. There is nothing in the plat
form of the Republican party, nor does anyone, I think, claim 
that there is, that pledges us to reform either the Republican 
party or its principles. I know of no such declaration. So 
what I shall say in the few minutes-I hope to have the atten
tion ()f th{)se who remain-will be directed to that proposition. 

There was a party in the political field last fall that pledged 
itself in favor of a revision of the tariff downward, and there 
wa.s one that did .not. The party that pledged itself in favor 
of a revi-sion downward was defeated by more than a million 
votes at the polls. Are you going to undo that verdict? It is 
the verdict of the American people, and it is the verdict of the 
Republican party. Does any Republican dare to stand he1·e 
.and say he abides by and considers himself bound by · the 
Democratic platform! Does he dare to stand here, or else
where, and say that the Republicans shall observe and adhere 
to the planks and political declarations of the Democratic 
party? 

For -0ne I dD not This question of the duty on hides is a 
la1·ge question, and affects perhaps more people than almost 
any other question that is before us. There are more than 
10,000~000 people engaged in producing this article of commerce, 
and it is an article that comes home to more people of humble 
station than you would dream of. You talk about syndicates 
and trusts here. The cow that dies in the stable of the cotter 
means more to that househ<>ld than the loss of a train load of 
cattle over an ·embankment -0n their way to the packing houses 
in Chicago. 

Is there a man in the Senate who has not seen them weep 
over the death of that useful and necessary animal, and all 
that was left was its hide? The six, seven, eight, or nine dol
lars they got for it was all that remained to them. That in
stance can be multiplied by hundreds of thousands . 

.As I have had occasion to say before here, I am giving my 
thought most to that part of the people. The trusts need no 
protection. I do not care whether they .have it or not. They 
are entitled to it as any other part of the people are, but I 
1·ea1ize that they are strong en,ough to take care of themselves. 
But the poor are not, and the highest function of government 
is te i>rotect the poor. Whenever one of these questions .comes 
up the first inquiry in my mind is, How will it affect the great 
m~ss of the people, who are neither trusts nor connected with 
trusts? 

I am not going to discuss this for a moment from the stand
point upon which the Senator from Vermont discussed it. ~'hat 
is the side which needs no protection whatever~ The question 
whether or not 10,()()(),000 hides taken <>ff each year in this 
oountry are worth $3 or $10 is a question of importance. The 
average duty on a hide is from a dollar to a dollar and sernnty
five cents. Of course it would be diflkult to state it with abso
lute accuracy. That is the margin tkat stands--

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President--
Mr. HEYBURN. In a moment. That is thce margin that 

stands between the owner of the animal that wears the hide 
and competition in the field of competition. Certainly I yield. 

Mr. PAGE. According to the report of the manager or agent 
of the cattle association, if it be correct, the average price of 
hides for the twelve years named by him was $8.00. I think 
it is susceptible -0f absolute proof that the duty on a hide is 
86.8 cents. 

Mr. HEYBURN~ It is easy to ca.lcalate it. It varies with 
the value of the hide. Anyone can determine what 15 per cent 
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of the valuation is. It is just that superrefinement of reasoning 
that blinds the mind and the eye to the real question at issue. 
This subject has been refined clear out of sight. There is a 
practical side to it, and I am going to talk about that side 
during the few minutes I shall speak. 

l\Ir. PAGE. I premised what I said by a statement that if 
the yalue of the hide is as given by the agent of the Cattle 
Growers' Association, then it is capable of ascertainment or 
proof that the duty is exactly 86.8 cents. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. Yes ; when you take a false premise you 
will always arrive in some cul · de sac of reasoning. I have 
seen it done for many years. I am talking about practical 
affairs. I know what cattle hides weigh, and I know what 
they are worth, and I know what the duty on them is. I know 
that they vary in weight as an animal grows older, and I 
know that they are raw material of an expensive character. 
And I know that all this talk about kip and calfskin and hides 
is a part of the superrefinement of a plain, practical question. 

I think I can safely say that no hide under 2 years old is 
dutiable. I say it in the presence of men here who are presumed 
to know, and I repeat that no hide under 2 years old is duti
able under the ruling of the Treasury Department. I am speak
ing of the general average. These hides are the raw material 
of the farmer until he sells them to somebody else, whose raw 
material they become. It was well illustrated by the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. McCUMBEB] that this raw material is 
only produced after years of labor and expense. Every man 
who ever lay by the camp fire in a cattle camp at night or stood 
upon duty or sat upon his horse upon the line all night long 
in the snows of winter knows that the raising of this material 
and the producing of it is not child's play. I have some knowl
edge of the subject. I know what it is to ride a horse upon the 
plain in driving snow to prevent a stampede or head one off or 
round up the cattle. I have lain by the camp fire when it was 
cold enough to freeze the people on this coast almost out of their 
homes, instead of in them. 

The weight of these skins is an important question in this 
item, because the depa rtment has seen fit to classify nothing as 
a hide unless it weighs 25 pounds or more. That was an in
accurate and an unjust interpretation of the law. It was in
tended to be differently interpreted; but I am not quarreling 
with that now. That would be a waste of time. 

If we were contending here for a change in classification of 
this item, then it would be material to discuss it. I am con
tending at this hour to see the duty maintained at 15 per cent 
ad va lorem, and I say, as far as it is proper to say it, that we 
have a right to demand it and expect it at the hands of the 
Republican majority in this Congress. We had a pledge for 
this. I yield to no man, not even to the Senator from Vermont, 
in my RepublicaniEm. I think I understand the principles of 
my party as well as another. You pledged us this protection. 
It was existing law, and you pledged the people of this coun
try that you would maintain their prosperity. You can not 
do it and take the duty off of hides. You .can not keep the 
pledge of the party and take the duty off of hides, unless you 
subscribe to what I will read. I will read it and see if you 
recognize it, any of you, and , I w.m not look at any particular 
Senator when I rea d it: 

We favor the revision of the tariff by the reduction of import duties. 

I suppose you recognize it. It is a part of the Democratic 
platform in the last convention. 

Mr. HALE. Is that the book the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
STONE] had? · 

Mr. HEYBURN. No; I carried that book through the cam
paign in my pocket and told the people that those pledges 
would be kept. They believed those statements, and they voted 
for those principles and for the Republican party, and they sent 
me back here because they believed that I would stand for it 
here ; and I would be recreant to their trust if I did less than 
demand that I should speak in the councils of the Nation and 
the councils of the Republican party for the keeping of those 
pledges. 

I know the days are long and the temperature is warm. 
Men are tired, but that is no reason for shirking a duty. It 
is no reason fot slighting these great que,stions or their consider
ation. You might multiply the temperature and the length of 
the days several times before I would begin to consider them 
when I see in danger the interests not only of my State but 
the interests of the whole people and the class of the p~ople 
who vote the Republican ticket and who are entitled to the con
sideration and the application of Republican principles. When 
I see their rights in danger I certainly shall not consider the 
convenience of any Member of this body nor my own, and I 
shall not watch the clock nor the thermometer. 

What are you going to say to the people when you go back 
to the various States about the pledge that was written in the 
Republican platform to protect these interests and they ask, 
Why did you not do it? Would you say the day was too warm; 
it was n;lldsummer? Dare you do it? I think not. 

Now, here is another little platform that I want to know if 
anybody on this side of the House has stored away in their 
minds as a possible refuge of political retreat: 
· We demand the immediate repeal of the tariff on wood pulp, print 
f:~~~e~u1Ts~r, timber, and logs, and that those articles be placed upon 

That ·is in the platform, but it is not the platform that won. 
It is the one that lost. · 

Mr. HALE. l\fr. President--
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Sena tor from l\Iaine? 
l\fr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 
Mr. HALE. The memorandum book which the Senator pre

sents has a familiar look to some of us. Is it the same vest
pocket edition of the Democratic platform that the Senator 
fTom l\Iissouri [Mr. STONE] has so often presented to us? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I think it is; but it has something more than 
our attention was directed to by the Senator fTom Missouri. 

Mr. HALE. I hope the Senator from Idaho has not robbed 
the Senator from Missouri of this document. 

Mr. HEYBURN. No. If that book were destroyed, and all 
like it, and every print upon which the precepts of the Repub
lican party are written there, it would still be written; it would . 
still be pronounced in the heart of the Senator from Maine, 
because those principles do not depend upon paper or ink for 
their stability and their existence, but they depend upon the 
spirit of patriotism and loyalty to the principles upon which 
the Republican party is founded. 

l\Ir. HALE. I agree fully with the Senator. I was inter
ested because the same document that he has brought from his 
vest pocket has been produced repeatedly by the Senator from 
Missouri as the Democratic platform. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Oh, I see the point of the Senator's sugges
tion. That was the Democratic platform that has been referred 
to and relied upon and discussed pro and con by the Senator 
from Arkansas and Senators from other States. That is the 
Democratic platform. It was not the platform upon which any 
.Part of the present executive or legislative wing of the Gov
ernment was elected in the last election. 

Mr. HALE. And has been largely discredited, not only on 
this side, but on the other side of the Chamber. 

l\fr. HEYBURN. It is a growing discredit, Mr. President. 
It has multiplied, rather doubled itself, every time in the last 
three campaigns. • Those same principles have been denounced 
by an increasing vote in every campaign since 1896. 

l\Ir. HALE. The popular vote? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes, sir; the popular vote, the vote of the 

American people. That is what counts. It may not count in 
the final manner of reckoning, but it is the expression of the 
will of the people. 

Mr. President, I can understand that it was rather difficult 
for the senior Senator from Maine to recognize the quotation 
that I read, because his mind generally dwells upon one which 
is much more to our liking. It is thus. 

Just give me your attention a moment, until I give you the 
genesis of the Republican party, and see if anybody fails to 
recognize it : 

That, while J?l'Oviding .revenue for the B!-1-PPort of the General Gov
ernment by duti~s upon imports, sound policy requires such an adjust
ment of these unposts as to encourage the development- of the in
dustrial interests of the whole country, and we commend~ that policy 
of national exchanges which secures to the workingmen liberal wages 
to agriculture remunerative prices, to mechanics and manufacturers 
an adequate rew.ard for th~ir skill, ~abor, and enterprise, and to the 
Nation commercial prosperity and mdependence. (Republican plat
form, 1860.) 

The Senator from Maine will remember that. It is the first 
Republican banner under which I ever marched. With a little 
oilcloth cape on my shoulders and an oilcloth cap on my head 
at the head of a company of Wide Awake boys, in 1860 I marched 
to that music on a great occasion, when John Sherman then. 
just having entered the United States Senate, was the ~rator 
of the day, the 11th of September, the anniversary of the battle 
of Brandywine, at the place where it was fought, and where 
Bayard Taylor presided over the meeting. My mind was open
ing to intelligence, it was learning the lessons of patriotism from 
worthy. lips, and that doctrine sank deep in my heart, and it 
rested m the hearts of all around me. I learned it in the 
household, and I do not intend to forget it as long as I live. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
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Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. part in the campaigns, as I did, each in our own State or else
Mr. BEVERIDGE. How stood that great statesman, John where. We did not support l\Ir. McKinley because he did not 

Sherman, on the subject of hides? Was be for a duty on hides, believe in the principle of protection; and it is perhaps more for 
or was he for placing them on the free list? that than for any other purpose that I stand here in this hour, 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. He supported those political principles.--- and I want to sound this note, that men who are Republican , 
l\fr. BEVERIDGE. Did McKinley, also? or care to call themselves such, have no more right to vote for 
1\Ir. HEYBURN. And any man who ever expected a nom- free hides than they have to vote for free trade in any other 

ination, whether it be in the State of Indiana or elsewhere, at schedule. 
the hands of the Republican party subscribed to that doctrine, It is not a question of choice. Your pledge is out; it is out 
because it has never been unwritten. to the party and it is out to the people. To bring up this hob-

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Did McKinley also subscribe to that doc- goblin of the trust is like a great lace that you put on every 
trine? time a schedule comes up that you do not like and you claim 

Mr. HEYBURN. Absolutely. that there is a trust behind it. Will you abandon your hou e 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. And was McKinley for free hides or for because some real or imaginary enemy steps in during your 

a tariff on hide ? absence and takes possession of it? I guess not. We will not 
Mr. HEYBURN. That is about-I will not say as wild a abandon the Republican party, even though it is claimed that a 

que tion as I was ever asked-but I will ask the Senator from trust has taken posse sion of a part of it. We will drive the 
Indiana to take a living man in this body. What some man trust out, and we will rehabilitate the Republicnn party and 
who has pas ed to his last rest would do does not appeal to me. keep it in the clean and pure atmosphere of government based 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Idaho was referring, upon the principles for which it stands. Shall we abandon the 
with his customary force and eloquence, to that first great Republican party, even though trusts have come in and taken 
pioneer of our party, and to an interesting occasion when he, as possession of a part of it? I guess not. The Republican party 
a young man, marched with oilcloth cape and cap and heard as is not made up of that kind of men. We not only can make 
the orator of the occasion that great man, John Sherman. I laws, but we can enforce them, and we can punish tho e who 
asked tha Senator then, the subject of hides being under con- violate the- rights, or any part of the rights, of the people. · 
sideration, whether Sherman was for a duty on hides or was Mr. President, there are $50,000,000 worth of hides produced 
for free hides, and the Senator answered-- every year in the United States. What are you O"Oing to do 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President-- with them if you buy all the hides you need for tanning abroad? 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Pardon me just a little; I want to call You are going to keep raising the cattle that wear them, be-

up this question, if the Senator will permit me. cause a profit of $2 a head on cattle is all that men who are 
.Mr. HEYBURN. This question will have to come up in a in the cattle business on a large scale expect. A man with 

little more concrete form, if it is expected that I shall reply. 40,000 head of cattle upon the range who can make 2 a head 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will put it into a concrete form. on them considers that he has made a success of the cattle 

· Mr. HEYBURN. Of course, I am not going to accept the business. 
views of John Sherman or any other man, except as they may Talk about the trusts buying hides and tanning them! They 
::orrespond to thoughts that arise in my own mind. buy them if they will pay more for them than somebody el e 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But the Senator then replied, not answer· will. In our country-and when I say "our country" I mean 
ing the question, that he. stood, of course, upon this platform; that watershed that surrounds us-there are probably 200,000 
and since we have di cussed this and since the Senator is apply- or 300,000 cattle that die and are skinned. There are 2,000,000 
ing that platform to hides, I asked whether or not McKinley, of such cattle in the United States. All that is left of those 
the prince of protectionists, would also stand upon that plat- cattle is the hide. If that has no market and no price and 
form, and if he was for a duty on hides or for free hides? brings nothing, then the cattle are a dead loss-2,000 000 cattle 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will answer the question, and I want to that would have been worth $50,000,000 at $25 a head. That 
answer it now. McKinley was a Republican who helped to i a.n item for consideration. The owners get only the price of 
make platforms, and he never helped to unmake a Republican the hides. 
platform which existed prior to or during his lifetime. He Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me to intenupt 
would have been loyal and true to the principles of protection. him? 
I will go no further, because no man can speak further as to The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
what he would have done or what be would do to-day. I have yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
faith that any Republican who is imbued with the principles Mr. HEYBURN. It is always agreeable to be interrupted. 
of the Republican party wlll stand to-day where McKinley stood, Mr. BEVERIDGE. Thank you. The Senator from Idaho 
and where other Senators stand, for the principles of the Re- referred a moment ago to the putting of anything on the free 
publican party. list as though, if one thing were put on, other things should be 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President-- - put on. 
Mr. HEYBURN. Just a moment. Mr. HEYBURN. I think the Senator from Indiana had bet-
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want to ask a question. ter abandon that conclusion, and not draw it from anything I 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho said. I did not say that. 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope not; but I have just turned to 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Idaho is very thor- our free list, and I want to ask the Senator one or two que -

oughly informed-~ tions about it. I find here that the hair and horns of cattle 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. and other animals are put on the free list, and so is the hide. 
Mr. BEVEJUDGE. And I ask the question for information- Would the Senator have a tariff upon hair? I also :find that 

since the Senator says that he can not tell what McKinley would hoofs are put upon the free list as well as hides. Would the 
do-whether it is a fact that Mr. McKinley, in making his great Senator from Idaho have a tariff on hoofs? I also :find that 
bill, put hide on the dutiable or the free list? horns are put upon the free list. Would he have a tariff on 

Mr. HEYBURN. I suppose the Senator knows about it, and horns as well as on hides? Is it not perfectly logical that, if 
probably in a minute or two I may refer to that question di- we have a tariff on hides, we ought also to have a tariff on 
rectly. horns? We make buttons out of horns-a very valuable 

The Republican party has been a growing party; it has been by-product of the animal. Finally, I find in paragraph 497 
an advancing party. It never took a step backward; it never that binding twine is put upon the free list. Does the Senator 
u:nwrote a plank or a principle that it ever professed or that it from Idaho think that a Republican House and that a Repub
told the people it stood for~never. Can any Senator name a lican Finance Committee of the Senate, in putting binding twine 
plank for which the Republican pru·ty ever stood that is not and the rest of these things on the free list, showed any less 
to-day one of the foundation principles of the Republican party, Republicanism than John Shei·man and McKinley showed when 
and that is not to-day written in the laws of the land? There they put hides on the fi·ee list? 
is not a statute on the books in force to-day that was not first Mr. HEYBURN. I am appalled by the size of the speech 
written in a Republican platform. I say that without any fear which the Senator has laid out for me. I think I am not going to 
of contradiction. The platform of the Republican party in the make it. 
past is the law of the Nation to-day. .l\Ir. WARREN. Mr. President, I beg to remind the Senator 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And was in McKinley's time. from Indiana that in the making of the present tariff l\lr. :Mc-
Mr. HEYBURN. .Mr. President, I wonder if the Senator Kinley was President of the United States and had great infiu

would be interested in reading the platforms upon which Presi- ence in the Congress which passed the Dingley bill. He could 
dent :McKinley was elected on both occasions? I think I shall easily have had hides put upon the free list if be had so desired. 
not take time to read them, but I will commend them to the at- I On the contrary, he did not so desire, and he signed the bill that 
tention of the Senator from Indiana, who, I have no doubt, took made the law which put hides upon a dutiable basis. 
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. l\Ir. President, with the Senator's permls· 
sion, I want to simply say that that was a pleasant and inter· 
esting reminiscence, but we have a public recotd as to what 
McKinley did upon this subject 

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator from Indiana will allow 
me a word, it may possibly assist. I do not object to inter· 
ruption, but I do not think it is profitable to be drawn off Pi 
the consideration of the individual character or the individual 
views of any other man who is not present and participating 
in this debate. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. The Senator began that in his reference 
to John Sherman. 

1\fr. HEYBURN. Well, I think I was entirely within my 
privilege. I spoke of him as being the orator of the day upon 
a question of sentiment, not as an argument on this tariff 
question at all, which I think is very clearly within the privi· 
lege that a Senator has. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. The Senator controls the fioor, and, of 
course, I shall not interrupt the Senator if it is not convenient 
to him. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I make no objections to interruptions upon 
the bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then, if the Senator lias no objection, 
would he object, as he has quoted John Sherman--. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I object to the reading or the injection into 
my remarks of any speech of anybody. I.have no objection to 
the Senator speaking his speech, but I have objection to bring
ing in the speeches of other men. I can not submit to it at all. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well; but the Senator does not 
need to decline to yield in any such terms as that. He was 
referring to Mr. Sherman, and I wanted to repeat what Mr. 
Sherman had said. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Now, l\fr. President, I will ask-and I will 
ask it argumentatively and not for the purpose at this par
ticular time of having anybody answer it-where would the 
tanners prefer to buy hides? Would they rather buy them 
abroad or at home, do you think? Uthe spirit of patriotism 
cuts any figure at all, they would rather buy at home. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Where do they buy now? 
Mr. HEYBURN. They buy abroad to the extent of our im

ports. We export nearly as much as we import of this com
modity. There is a difference, I think, of about $2,000,000, 
which is not a very large item. 

Mr. ·BEVERIDGE. I see the Senator does not want to be 
interrupted; but just at that point, if it were not for that fact, 
I would ask him whether the tanners are not more and more 
compelled to buy of the packers, who are popularly known as 
"the beef trust," as a matter of fact, whether that is true or 
not? 

Mr. HEYBURN. No, they are not; but the beef trust is 
probably just as good a market to buy of, if a man wants to 
buy, as anybody else, because the beef trust does not steal these 
hides entirely. They have bought them of somebody, and the 
ownership could be traced back each step. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Do not the packers fix the price of hides? 
Mr. HEYBURN. I suppose they do. I understood the Sen

ator from Vermont [Mr. PAGE] to say that he used to stop to 
see his old friend down in Boston when he would go down there, 
and say to him, " Do you think we ought to put the price of 
hides up or down?" Did I misunderstand the Senator? 

Mr. PAGE. No. 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. It sounds very nearly like an imaginary 

conversation that goes along between Mr. Armour and Mr. 
Cudahy or somebody else---" Shall we put the price up, or shall 
we put it down?" What does that concede? What does it 
mean? 
. ~Ir. BEVERIDGE. I do not care to go into that. I asked 
whether the packers fixed the price of hides in this country, 
and the Senator said "Yes," and I think I will have no more 
questions to ask. 

1\Ir. HEYBURN. They fix the price, so far as they are con
cerned. I regard it as more important that the price paid is a 
satisfactory one. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does not the Senator think that they fix 
just as low a price as they can? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I think they probably do just what the 
Senator from Indiana would do if he were going to buy this 
commodity-he would buy it as cheaply as he could. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I would certainly exercise all the ad
vantage that was given to the beef trust. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I see no element of original sin in that 
proposition. The statement that has been made here that the 
farmer or the owner of the animal does not receive consideration 
for the hides is absolutely without foundation. I go· through 
the world with my eyes open, and I am surrounded by these 

conditions as by others. We have a million head of cattle in 
Idaho. I have checked up on it since the Senator's statement 
from some ancient record. That is not a very large number; 
but it means twenty to twenty-five million dollars' worth of 
stock of that kind; and that is not an item to be overlooked 
in your bank balance. It means that every one of those cattle 
wears a skin, which, if it is kept until it is 3 years old, ·will. 
come within the dutiable class. Skins of animals but 3 
years of age seldom weigh 35 pounds. The cheap grades of 
stock wear heavier skins than fine-bred stock. If you are in 
doubt about that, the next time you see a herd of high-bred 
Jerseys,. go up and feel the hide and you will find it is com
paratively thin. Then go to a herd of mongrel stock, or even 
Durhams, and ·you will find that the skin is much heavier. 

Mr. President, I hardly think it would be worth while to take 
time to discuss the question as to whether or not the owner of 
the animal receives pay for the hide. If he sends his cattle to 
market at so much a hundred, the hide is worth, and it brings, 
just as much as a sirloin steak does-every bit. He gets just 
the same for a hide as he does for a sirloin steak; I do not 
care whether he sells it to the packer or whether he sells it to 
the storekeeper. There are millions of hides in this country 
that go to the country stores. That is the farmer's market in 
many parts of ~he country. I have seen it, and I know whereof 
I speak. In the fall, when the farmer is killing the meat to 
salt it and put it in barrels for winter use, he slaughters it him· 
self, and he takes the skin, if there is no tannery near, to the 
grocery store or to some store where the man, being versed in 
prices, buys it and pays cash for it or gives credit to the f~rmer 
for it. When you add all these items throughout this country, 
you have half, or nearly half, of the product included. 

Let us think about them for a .µioment, rather than about 
these awful trusts and packing houses that live in reality some
times, but more often in the imagination of some one who would 
like to be a trust. I have looked into. the faces of men whom I 
have heard denouncing trusts, and I have seen there the 
wrinkles of greed that would have made them foreswear all 
the virtue they ever possessed and become the most tyrannical 
magnates and trusts on earth. I have no sympathy with trusts 
that grind the people or violate the law or are guilty of injustice 
or oppression, and I have just as little with the individual who 
does those things. 

Mr. PAGE.. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. HEYBURN. In a moment. An aggregation of men, as a 

rule, averages about the same as the units that make up . the 
aggregation. Now I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. PAGE. The Senator from Idaho speaks of my statistics 
being a little old. I have before me a leaflet which says: 

Consider the farmers' and stock raisers' interest in the new tariff 
law. Why discriminate against them? 

On pages 4 and 5 I find this : 
The shoe and leather interests have been persistent In their endeavors 

to force upon the minds of the people the belief that hide production is 
very much circumscribed. The fallacy of the contention is at once 
exploded by consideration of the foregoing tables and figures in connec
tion with the following table taken from the Crop Reporter for February, 
1909, published by authority of the Secretary of Agriculture. · 

February, 1909, is about as late as I can find, and that gives 
Idaho as having 76,000 cows and 347,000 other cattle. That is 
not only a late date, but it comes from those who are professing 
to speak for the Senator's State in this case. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, having been forewarned by 
the statement of the Senator yesterday, I have ascertained the 
number of stock of various kinds in Idaho. We have a pretty 
good government out there. We have a statistician for the 
State that looks into those things. Idaho ten days ago is not 
the Idaho of to-day. The Senator probably does not realize 
that; but when he sees a city, the county seat of a new county, 
that is not 2 years old, nor a year and a half old, with 11,000 
people in it, the Senator probably will begin to understand some
thing about it. I telegraph when I want to know about Idaho. 
I do not even dare trust to the time elapsing between the mails 
for fear conditions will change. That is the kind of State to 
live in. [Laughter.] 

l\fr, PAGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield further. to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. PAGE. I have heard that the Deity can do almost any

thing except prod:ace a 2-year-old steer in a minute. 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; I have heard that philosophy, too; 

but we are not called upon to pass upon that question. I do 
not have to -apologize for the figures that I have given. The 
record will bear them out. I happen to have them before me 
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classified; but this is not an Idaho bill. It is a bill for all the 
people of the United States, and the State from which the Sen
ator comes is receiving its fair share of the benefit through this 
legislation, and it behoo-\es those who speak for such States to 
be just as generous to our States. 

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, the State of Vermont is ready to 
be as generous and as just to Idaho as any State in this Union. 
While I am on my feet I want to correct a statement that I 
made a moment ago. I said that the average duty upon each 
hide was 86 cents; I should have said 62 cents. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have those figures here, and I do not think 
there is much to be gained in discussing a principle by over
illustrating it. It is like filling a book with figures and sta
tistics. When you are reading it you come to the statistics, you 
read the names on the table, and you turn over to the end of it 
and go on. I think probably that is true, at least in a very 
great measure, of the remarks which are made for the puropse, 
or with the intention at least, of attacking men's minds upon a 
subject where they have not had occasion to wake up. That is 
what this is. 

I might speak to the Democrats upon this question. If I do 
not, it is not because I do not appreciate their position or intel
ligence or support; but I come to a household that I have a 
right to appeal to on behalf of this question, and that is the 
Republican party, who sit on this side and to some extent on 
the other side of the Senate; and I have a right not only to 
appeal to _them, but to remind them of their promises in the 
past, and in this hour to demand that they keep them. I am 
here to vote for protection in no mean spirit and in no slight 
margin; one that shall be protection not only for the large 
operator and the rich individual, but for the man with the 
little tannery back in the forest, or the man with the great 
interest that predominates a neighborhood. Protection has no 
element of aristocracy represented in it.· Protection is for those 
who need it most; and you should commence the consideration 
of the question at the bottom of the scale rather than at the top. 

When we were discussing the lumber industry, I heard noth
ing for several days but of mills that cut hundreds of millions 
of feet. When we were discussing a day or two ago the tariff 
on hides, nobody mentioned figures under a million dollars; and 
yet I can take you back into places that are as old as the his
tory of the country and take you to tanneries that had de
scended from grandfather to father and to son and that to-day 
tan the hides of a neighborhood. They are entitled to protec
tion in their interests and in their business just as much as the 
largest tannery in the country; but I would not deny the large 
one a protection that is sufficient, for trie ordinary average will 
be sufficient for the large one, though of course the large ones 
could get along with less protection. 

I would not discuss this from the standpoint of the National 
Stockgrowers' Association. That is the reason I did not read 
from the book, in which I notice they have printed some com
ments of mine on a former occasion. I do not discuss it, be
cause it speaks for the aggregated interests of the country, 
which, if you were to wipe out protection, could live. They 
could live on their capital or go into some other business; but 
I rather prefer to speak-and I say this in no spirit of dema
goguery, but I want to speak for the great mass of the Americau 
people, because they are the Government. 

Republicans, where would . you be without the farmers of 
the United States? The majority that we had in the last elec
tion came to you from the farmers in the country districts. 
If you do not believe it, look at the statistics and see. I under
take to say that had you eliminated the protective-tariff pledge 
of the Republican party, for which I am speaking to-day, from 
the campaign last fall, you would have had scant show, and I 
know whereof I speak. I went into the campaign, and I was 
in it from the beginning. I went into it in August and was 
in it every day and night until election. I found that what 
the farmers wanted to know was, "What can we rely upon in 
the way of stability?" They did not want any favors. I said, 
"You can rely upon the Republican party standing pat." I 
said, "Yqu can rely upon retaining the duty on wool and .hides 
and cattle and wheat and oats and barley and potatoes." I said, 
"You can rely upon it that we will furnish you a market for 
those things in the mines by protecting the products of the 
mines." I said, "You can rely upon it that when you have 
raised these things and have them ready for sale, the market 
will be standing ready to receive them." 

You can not strike down industries that employ thousands 
of men who are consumers without striking down the market 
of the producer of those things which they consume. 

Do not the 10,000,000 consumers engaged in raising hides 
count at all in this plea for the consumer that we have been 

hearing about? We hear Senator after Senator stand up here 
and say, "It is the consumer you are pledged to." 

The affections of the party pledged . to the con umer ! Why, 
there are 10,000,000 of them raising cattle; there are :10,000,000 
of them interested in this schedule on hides. Are they less con
sumers? They a·re consumers of shoes; they are consumers of 
the products of those skins and hides, just as much as the man 
who treads the marble floor or the halls of this Capitol Are 
you going to cut out 10,000,000 _consumers merely because, for
sooth, they are producers as well and strangle them in their 
ability to be consumers? Where are you going. to get a. market 
for the products of your prosperity if you render these people 
poverty stricken and out of business? It matters not though 
the products of the earth were piled around you mountain high, 
you would starve to death, except to the extent you could eat 
them, unless there were consumers to purchase them; but if 
you make other people too poor to purchase your commodity, 
where are you going to find your market? 

Are you going to buy hides from foreign lands and bring 
them in here, and then send the hides of this country to those 
foreign lands? Is that the scheme? 

Deal at hom~just as near home as you can buy, too. Deal 
with your neighbor and he will deal with you, and the circle 
will widen as the ripple upon the face of the still water widens 
to the shores, and come back again and repeat the reverbera
tions of prosperity. This thing of buying skins in Australia 
and Argentina and Mexico to clothe the American people is a 
farce, and it is a wicked one, when we have them here. If 
the prosperity of busine s is maintained by proper provisions 
of law and conditions of government, they will increase. Just 
decrease by discouragement the production of hides and see 
how quickly you will decrease the production of beef and meat, 
and see how quickly you will feel it in the advanced price that 
always follows a. decrease of production. 

What do you want to do, bury the hides that come from these 
animals? No. I will tell you what you will do if you dis
courage cattle raising. The men now engaged in that business 
will go out of it and overcrowd some other neighboring business. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask the Senator a question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator f-rom Idaho 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. . 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will they go out of the business of raising 

cattle? You can not raise hides without raising cattle. 
Mr. HEYBURN. That is what I am talking about. If you 

make cattle raising unprofitable, of course they will go out of 
the business. I saw the flocks of sheep in one of the Western 
States disappear just as fast as they could give them away. 
The result was, of course, that the price went up-the price of 
meat, . the price of skins~but nobody had anything to buy it 
with. Certainly there can be no mistake but that the decrease 
in the production of cattle would mean an advanced price. 

Who wants to buy meat brought from Australia in cold stor
age? Did you e-ver see it? I have. I have een quarters of 
meat brought from Aush·alia in cold storage tha t looked beau
tiful. They looked like wax works. They had a greenish-yel
low tint. They had been frozen solid for months, and they were 
sold as prime beef, or offered as such. I do not want them. 
I want American beef, and I want to get it from a prosperous 
American citizen. I want to pay him a fair price for it, and I 
want to have the money to pay a fair price for it; and I can 
not have the money to pay a fair price for any commodity un
less there is that prosperity surrounding me that enables me to 
draw to the extent of my credit from the various sources of 
revenue. 

I ha\e not talked figures to you, but I ha·rn talked go\ ern-
ment and the science of government, and I have talked Repub
lican politics, and I have reminded you an<.l myself of the 
pledges that we are under. Now, let us see what Republican 
will dare to vote against maintaining the pledges of the 
party-and they are wrapped up_ in this item. Retain the pres
ent Dingley duty on hides and you have only given them half a 
loaf, but they will not starve to death on it. They will have 
to adjust their digestion to the food you give them. When you 
vote upon this schedule, if you are eT"er guided in your life by 
the principles of the Republican party, it should be upon this 
occasion, and your time should not be frittered away by ab
struse reasoning, by far-drawn conclusions. This is a plain 
principle of the Government that ha been written in e\ery 
Republican platform from its foundation . 

I am ready to vote; I have always been ready to vote upon 
this question. I do not know tllat my remarks have tended to 
strengthen the faith of anyone, but I trust to God that men's 
consciences will be a wakened and that they will direct them to 
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·rnte, as I believe they must vote, for the protective-tariff 
policy of- the Republican party and a duty of 15 per cent ad 
valorem on hides. 

l\Ir. BURTON. Mr. President, the question of a duty on hides 
can not be considered exclusively as a tariff proposition. A 
discussion of the principles of protection will not solve it. The 
whole course of business relating to the raising of cattle, the 
tanning of leather, the manufacture of shoes, is involved, and 
the nature of the organizations or persons who have to do_ with 
each of these branches of business must be taken into account. 

The first objection to a tariff on hides is one which did not 
exist in 1872, when they were placed on the free list, nor to any 
great extent in 1890, when they were again included in the 
free list In answer to the defiance of the Senator from Idaho 

. [Mr. HEYBURN], who asked what Republican Senator here wm 
dare to vote against a duty on hides, I have to answer him that 
I voted with William McKinley in 1890 against a duty on hides, 
for after that question had received elaborate consideration, no 
"duty was imposed; nor was there any duty in the Dingley bill 
when I voted for it in the House in 1897, and I feel perfectly 
free to-day, or whenever the question comes up for a vote; to 
pursue the same course by voting against a duty. 

The first objection to_ this duty is the manner in which the 
supply of hides is controlled. It is always dangerous if those 
who control the raw material are also competitors with the 
manufacturers who work upon the material. To an extent that 
is worthy of consideration in the iron and steel trade, in which 
those who are the largest manufacturers, though they do not 
manufacture half the totai product. are very large owners of 
iron-ore mines. We might review the whole list. Suppose the 
owners of cotton were largely engaged in the sp1nning of cotton, 
the owners of wool in the manufacture of woolen cloths, and so 
we might go on indefinitely, it would be evident that those who 
manufacture and at the same time control the raw material 
would not only have a very great advantage, but would threaten 
the very existence of their competitors. 

This is true in an unusual degree with the packers. It js con
ceded that they kill some 40 per cent of the hide-producing ani
mals; and by their associations with l;mtchers, and their hold 
on the trade, they control a very large additional percentage
perhaps 20 or 30 per cent I wish to speak within bounds, but 
I am probably right when I say that the packers control 60 to 
70 per cent of the hide product. 

There is another point to be considered in that connection, 
and that is that the domestic supply of hides is not sufficient 
for the consumption, let alone the export of leather and shoes 
abroad. This makes the hide an article in the obtaining of 
which there is necessarily sharp competition. The consumers 
of hides would gladly obtain their supply at home, if possible. 
In that competition the packer, already having opportunity for 
monopoly in the beef trade, has another, an equal and, no doubt, 
greater opportunity for mono-poly in the purchase or obtaining 
of hides, and if he choose to enter into the business of tanning 
leather he has a great advantage there. He has chosen to enter 
into the business of tanning leather; and establishments are 
being either abandoned or turned O\er to those interested in the 
slaughtering of beef, month by month. 

So that we have this situation, which we might as well face 
now as at any time: This very extensive trade in tanning is 
threatened by the existing conditions or adjustments of busi
ness, under which those engaged in another variety of enter
prise have so great an advantage that they can hamper, if not 
destroy, the business of those now engaged in the tanning in
dustry. What would be the result if it were destroyed? In
evitably decreased competition, higher prices, and probably a 
decrease of foreign exports, but no benefit to any class or ele
ment of our people. 

'Ihe second point apinst the duty on hides is this-
Mr. W ARREJN. lr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 

to the Senator from Wyoming? 
l\Ir. BURTON. Certainly. 
Mr. W ARUEN. May I ask this question? Suppose, for in

stance, we admit that the packers are tanning a large quantity 
of hides. How .will the Senator prevent their having the same 
advantage in the case of free hides from other countries that 
other tanners do? What measure of defense ha \e the other 
tanners, or what deterrent measure will the packers themselves 
have? 

l\Ir. BURTON. There is a Yery obvious difference-severar of 
them, in fact. First, a wider market; second, they now have the 
hides in their possession, belonging to the animals which they 
slaughter, while they would have to go forth and buy the for
eign hides, where others would have just the same opportunity 
which they would have. 

Mr. WARREN. Every hide they own they have to buy some
where, of somebody, whether they buy meat with it or not, and 
of course they can send to any country and h:ne the advantage 
of buying free hides. I fail yet to see the Senator's point. 

Mr. BURTON. Not unless they carry on the business on a 
much larger scale and not then under ordinary conditions. I 
may say further, in answer to the Senator from Wyoming and 
in continuation of what I had commenced to say, that they do 
not buy the hide as a hide. They buy the beef. I think it 
requires a great deal of ingenuity to show that the farmer is 
benefited by this duty on hides. That would be true if a hide 
were an independent product and the business were conducted 
for the raising of hides. 

But, according to the figures which have been quoted here, 
the value of the hide is from one-tenth to one-sixth of the value 
of the animal. Why is it that the raising of cattle has in
creased in this country? If you will examine the statistics as 
to prices of food products for a range of thirty years, you will 
note that the increase in meat products has been greater than 
in almost any other kind of food. Peoples of the Old World, 
where the consumption of meat was formerly much smaller 
and restricted to animals raised at home, are now obtaining 
frozen meat from New Zealand, or imported meat in some form 
from Argentina or the United States, or they are bringing in 
great quantities of cattle to be slaughtered on the hoof in their 
own countries. This greatly enlarged demand for meat prod
ucts has increased the supply of cattle, and it has also raised 
their price. It is _this condition which will stimulate the raising 
of more cattle and not a 15 per cent duty on hides. 

Suppose a hide is worth from a tenth to a sixth of the total 
value of the animal-let us say that it will average an eighth
and a 15 per cent duty is imposed upon the hide. Thus at the 
best the added price caused by the duty on hides is one-fiftieth 
of the value of the animal. 

Suppose the farmer exposes his herd to the stock buyer, and 
the stock buyer off~rs a certain price. u But, sir, I must have 
an additional price, because there is a duty of 15 per cent on 
hides." "No," says the stock buyer, "I am buying these cattle 
for the beef that is in them, according to general prices which 
are fixed in the domestic market and are affected by the mar
kets of the world. These animals may be exported to a foreign 
country in which there is no duty on hides. The prices of beef, 
the prices of cattle on the hoof, sometimes go up while hides 
go down; and even if it be an added element of value, it is only 
one-fiftieth, only 2 per cent of the value of this animal that you 
are offering to me. Can you expect me to take into account so 
trivial an increase in value as that?" 

How much more is it the case when the packer, with his rela
tions with the railway, with the grand scale upon which he 
does business, with his own choice as to when and where and 
how he shall ship his meat, absolutely controls the market? 

It is not much of an exaggeration to say that the increased 
price of cattle by reason of a 15 per cent duty on hides is a 
phantom of the imagination. 

There is one thing that seems to have been left out in this 
discussion, I may say, in this connection, that I doubt very 
much whether this duty has added to the price of hides. In 
the ten years from 1898 to 1908, it appears that the dutiable 
hides imported into the United States fell off from 126,000,000 
pounds to 98,000,000 pounds, or 22 per cent. 

Mr. WARREN. 1\Ir. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 

to the Senator from Wyoming? 
Mr. BURTON. I do. 
Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator admit right there that he 

takes last year, the year of the panic, where about 90,000,000 
pounds were imported, whereas if he goes back just one year 
before that he will find that there has been a regular increase 
·up to that time? 

Mr. BURTON. That there had been an increase up to 1897? 
Mr. WARREN. An increase up to. and including 1907; but 

in 1908 there was a very large falling off. 
Mr. BURTON. The Senator from Wyoming refers to 1907, 

instead of 1897, as I at first understood him. For the purpose 
of the comparison I am making it does ·not matter what years 
are selected. Taking the period from 1898 to 1908, there was a 
falling off of 22 per cent in the imports of dutiable hides, while 
imports of nondutiable skins increased in the same period 
from 119,000,000 to 184,000,000 pounds. 

The point I wish tq make is to be noted in this connection and 
is this : The price of hides increased in the ten years from an 
average of $10.79 in 1898 to $12.24 in 1908, or 14 per cent; while 
the price of nondutiable skins increased from $19.61 to $23.61, or 
18 per cent-4 per cent more. 
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I am entirely aware that this argument perhaps rlins · in t):ie 
opposite line from those ·which many have made against this 
duty on hides; but in view of those figures it is not safe to rely 
on any increase in the value by reason of these duties. Why is 
it that the increase of the nondutiable skins has been greater? 
There is a perfectly natural explanation. The trade in the lat
ter has grown more, because we have been enabled to buy 
these skins in any market, and especially without the handicap 
which attends the purchase of hides; also the tanning has 
increased and naturally the export trade has increased. Thus,
along· with the increased facility and volume of business, there 
has been that rise in price which naturally attends the increased 
volume. 

l\fr. President, this discussion has proceeded so long that I 
do not intend to detain the Senate much longer. I will call 
attention to a few fig.ures showing by the years 1907 and 1908 
that at tii:nes when the price of steers went one way the price 
of hides went the other way. 

In the Chicago market in January, 1908, the price of steers 
was $5.30 per hundred pounds, as against a price of. hides of 
$11.31. In -March the price of steers rose from $5.30 to $6 per
hundred pounds, while the price of hides fell from $11.31 to 
$9.36, a decrease of nearly 2 cent's per pound. _Again, in 1907, 
taking the change from the spring to the summer months of 
the year, in March the price of steers was $6.79, while the price 
of hides was $15.50. In June the price was $6.85, or slightly 
in excess of the March price, while the price of hides had fallen 
to $15. In September, with an increase in price to $7.25, there 
was a falling off from 15 cents a pound to 14 cents a pound. 
Instances of this kind might be indefinitely multiplied, under 
which it would be shown that the price of hides is a thing 
distinct and apart from the price of live cattle. In the adjust
ment of trade the tanner must have ready access to those mar
kets in which hides are for sale or else he can not profitably 
conduct his business. 

It has been stated here that ·the packers do not care about 
this duty. I desire to indulge in no attack upon them. They 
are conducting their business in the same way in which, I sup
pose, others would with like opportunities. They are enjoying 
the advantages they have and are pressing them to the limit. 
But it is evident that they do care. -

In an interview in the Wall Street Journal of April 20, 1909, 
an official of Swift & Co. says: 

Any reduction in the hide tariff would injure the farmer, because 
the packers do business on so close a margin that cheaper hides would 
mean a slightly smaller return per pound to the -farmer for beef on 
the hoof. 

This solicitude for the farmer is, of course, extremely touch
ing. Nevertheless, the packers are managing their business in 
their own way, and looking out for themselves, as anyone else 
would do. 

It has been maintained here that the removal of the duty 
would make no difference in the price of shoes. There has 
been a good deal of argument on that point. I take it that if 
the tariff raises the price of the hides; it raises the price of 
leather and shoes as · well; and if the price of hides will be low
ered by a removal of duty, the price of shoes ·and leather will be 
similarly affected. The average rise in the price of leather 
in a pair of shoes ascribed to the tariff on hides would be from 
2 to 8 cents. Some say it would be from 6 to 9. If it is true 
that the tariff does raise the price of hides and of leather, that 
is an amount sufficient to be taken into account. 

There are many who think that a slight difference of that 
nature will be all absorbed by the retailer; that it will confer 
no benefit upon the consumer. It is true it is a comparatively 
small amount; but what would be the inevitable r esult? If com
petition is sharp, the great consuming public will get the benefit 
of that reduction, either in diminished cost or in improved 
quality. There is no branch of business in the United States in 
which competition is sharper than in the manufacture of shoes. 
Massachusetts leads; she is far and away in the lead; but New 
Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Missouri, and many other States 
have a very well developed shoe-manufacturing industry. There 
is no indication of any combination. A comparatively small 
capital, as compared with many other branches of business; will 
start a shoe-manufacturing establishment, and the personal ele
ment .has been so extremely important that it is very easy to see 
that the full benefit of competition will be brought to bear. 

In this connection the argument is made that if the duty is 
taken off hides it ought to be entirely taken off leather. To 
those who have made this argument, I want to say in this con
nection that so far as any local interest in my own State is 
concerned I can speak entirely without partiality. There is in 
my State a very large farming interest, an extensive raising of 
cattle; and there is a very considerable tanning as well as shoe-

. manufacturing industry. This variety of interests leaves the 

question · entirely fo my own judgment for decision. As an· 
economic · proposition,· I have no possible hesitancy in ·deciding 
that question-that I should vote for free hides; and also, that 
a duty on shoes can, with propriety, still be retained. 

Some Senators h!l-ve spoken here as if in case the duty were 
removed on raw material it ought also to be ·removed on the 
finished prodi;rct. · But that is contrary to the principle of every· 
protective tariff that has been framed since the very foundation · 
of ·the Government. · 

The raw material costs a certain amount, frequently a some
what increased amount as -compared with other countrie , be
cause of the higher cost of labor here and the higher rate · of 
inte~·est on .capital as compared with many other countries.' 
Then each branch of the finished product, as well as the flax 
or· the ore or other material, is produced at an increased cost . 
as compared with foreign articles, measured by the ev~r:.present 
higher wage cost and the higher average rate of interest on 
capital. -

Iron ore is the very best illustration. On that the duty has 
been reduced _ from 40 cents to 25 cents per ton. Forty cents· 
was a substantial reduction of the duties which prevailed be
fore that. When that is melted into pig iron there is · a duty 
af present of $4 a ton,· reduced to $2.50 a ton. When that 'is 
changed still further into steel billets, there is a duty of three
tenths of a cent a pound. So it is-, all ·through, with every· 
process. · · 

Take· it in the case of lumber. Logs, I believe, come in free. 
An expression was used in the Denver platform asking that 
they be put on the free list. Perhaps it was thought that re
iteration could not hurt; that they -.were already free and the 
principle of introduction without ·duty would be still further ' 
vindicated by putting a plank of that kind in the · platform. 
But the logs are free. The moment you have the logs cut into· 
a sawed form a duty is imposed. Then if it is planed or fin-· 
isl\ed, there is another duty. Then if it is planed on one side. 
and tongued and grooved, there is a. higher dufy. If it is planed 
on both sides and tongued and grooved, there is a still higher 
duty. . I 

It seems to me it is striking a very discordant note in al.I the' 
tariff legislation of the -country to assert that because it is pro_. ' 
posed to take off a ~duty on a form· of raw material, a duty whic;h 
did not exist during the twenty-five years between 1872 and 
1897, the duty shol}.ld be taken off the finished product .. 

If Senators will note the changes in the tariff, there is hardly, 
any item in which the reduction has been greater than in this. · 
Under the existing law the duty on sole ~eather is 20 per cent; 
It is proposed, if the duty be taken off hides, to reduce that dufy : 
to 5 per cent, or a reduction of 75 per cent. As regards upper 
leather, which is not particularly affected, it is proposed to re- ' 
duce· the duty from 20 per cent to the same on sheep and lamb; 
skins. There is a reduction of one-fourth on these, as against 
a reduction of three-fourths on sole- leather. ' · · 

When we come to shoes, it is proposed to r~duce the duty 
from the 25 per cent of the existing law to 15 per cent, in 1iew 
of the reduced cost which it is expected will result from taking 
off the duty -on hides. 

I want to say in conclusion, l\Ir. President, that I . do not 
believe there ever was any justification for imposing this duty. 
I am satisfied that the cattle indusfry wa·s just as prosperous · 
without it; that the farmer will reap the benefit of the r a ising 
of cattle to the fullest measure without it; that if any benefit 
accrues, it will be to those great establishments which b·uy antl 
sell- for slaughtering; that the continuance of this duty 
threatens not onJy a great industry-first the tanning industry 
and then the shoe and leather industry; also that it is likely, by 
promoting concentration in the business and even monopoly, to 
increase the cost of all these articles to the people. 

l\Ir. ROOT. I have been asked to see that the position of 
the boot and shoe manufacturers is correctly stated to the 
Senate. It is so well stated in a letter from the National As o
ciation of Boot and Shoe Manufacturers, whose headquarters 
are in New York, that I will ask permission to have the lettei' 
read from the desk. • 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
THE N ATIONAL AS S OCU.T ION OF 

BOOT AND SHOE l\iA.NUFACT URERS, 
New Y m·k, J une 19, 1909. 

Hon. ELmU ROOT, 
• U11it ea States Senate. . 

MY DE.AR SENATOR : Most of the public discussion of the question · ot 
free -hides has confused the position of the boot and shoe manufacturer 
with that of the tanner, and I beg ot you that you will not permit the 
discussion to close without bringing before the Senate clearly the rea- . 
sons which have compelled the shoe manufacturers to press as forci-bly 
as they could for the repeal of this tax. It has been urged that the 
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sole-leather trust is as great an "octopus " as the beef trust, and th~t 
if we, by the removal of this duty, escape the greed of the packer, it 
will only be to fall into the bands of the Central Leather Company, 
and that the result to the general public will be all the same. This 
statement shows complete ignorance of conditions in our trade. The 
sole-leather trust, while it tans from 40 to 45 per cent o! the sole 
leather used in the country, is to-day an,d always bas been surrounded 
by active competitors, of whom shoe manufacturers pill'Chase fr!!ely, 
the market for sole leather being perfectly open and the competition 
fair and on exactly equal terms .for both trust and independents. This 
condition bas prevented the introduction of any objectionable trust 
methods and any unfair percentage of profit. In !act, if the sole
leather trust bad not been very fortunate in its investments in bark 
}ands, from which it derived large profits in lumber, it would have 
earned up to this time very meager d1vidends for its stockholders. 

This condition has been entirely satisfactory to the shoe trade, and 
as it provided leather at the lowest basis of cost consistent with a 
living profit, was entirely favorable to the public and to the consumers 
generally. Wit h free hides this condition will continue and no ad
vantage can be taken by the sole-leather trust of the manufacturers of 
shoes. One of the largest shoe factories in the country, located in our 
State, has for years tanned its own sole leather; and if the shoe manu
facturers had access to the bide markets of the world on equal terms, 
neither the beef trust nor the sole-leather trust would have any terrors 
for them. It is easily possible for any large shoe manufacturer to tan 
sole leather for his own needs, and so be wholly independent of.any trust. 

This suggests the entire basis of oar opposition to the tax on bides. 
With t his tax in force neither the shoe manufacturer, the independent 
tanner, or the sole-leather trust Itself can secure its hides on equal 
terms with the packers. Consequently we are wholly unable to protect 
ourselves against their unjust demands. A discrimination in the cost 
of its raw material of 15 per cent in favor of one manufacturer and 
against another," is more than sufficient in any industry to build up the 
favored individual and destroy the other. 

If the packers were compelled to sell their ·hides as they did when 
this duty was levied, and were not allowed to become tanners, the cnly 
objection to this tax would then be the added cost of the shoes and 
other leather goods to the people. But as they own the hides as an 
incident of their business as packers, and as we can not get the hides 
without becoming ·packers ourselves-or baying them with the added 
price ca used by the tariff-is it not plain that this duty is taking our 
busine s from us and delivering it to them? Resalt-s now b~ing rapidly 
accomplished prove the accuracy of these statements. The tanning in
dustry is not, as has been stated, in a highly prosperous condition at 
this time. The packers have of late years frequently held bides at 
such high prices that tanners must face a serious loss or greatly in
crease the price of leather. Shoe manufacturers could not n.nd would 
not pay the extortionate prices demanded, and many tanners in conse
quence of this condition have, after running on a limited production 
and without profit for a time, made terms with the packers, and either 
sold their tanneries outright or entered into contract agreements with 
them. 

if t his duty is not repealed, the independent tanner is doomed. 'l.'he 
machinery for his destruction is now in excellent run.ning order. The 
absorpt ion will continue at a greatly increased rate, until the packers 
control the leather business of the country. When this great indn,;try 
has been properly a ssimilated then will come the turn of tbe shoe 
manufacturer, who will be entirely at their mercy. Another gigantic 
trust will be created, and the day of the individual merchant and manu
facturer in this line of business will have passed. 

Can you wonder that we are seriously in earnest? Is it unreasonable 
that we desire to deliver to our sons the business we have inherited 
from our fathers, or have built up by the devotion of our whole lives? 
Our love of existence as an industry is as strong as. our love of exist
ence as individuals. Has our country a right to legislate us out of 
that existence by a tax which has not in it one sinqle element of pro
tection? A tax which has not and can not cause a smgle hide, more or 
less, to .be produced. A tax which has not provided employment for a 
single individual , or increased the wages of a single American workman. 

Yours, very respectfully, 
. JOHN H. HANNAN, President. 

By CHAS. H. JONES, 
Chairman Tariff Ooinn~ittc~~ . 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I have sat silent during the 
eternal debate upon this everlasting problem of tariff taxation, 
but I have been largely compensated by the consciousness that I 
-have not only contributed to the dispatch of the public business, 
but given rest to the weary. 

I have watched with deepest interest the storm which has 
been raging on the other side of this Chamber, not upon the 
question of whether high tariff is right or wrong, but upon 

. how high a rate the American people will bear in these piping 
days of reform, so near to those other days before the last elec- · 
tion when the Republican party was a walking petition and a 
living prayer, and when mellifluous streams of promises and 
pledges of revision poured from the lips of its orators like 
molasses froru the bunghole of a barrel. [Laughter.] 

I have been silent not for the lack of inclination to plunge 
into the discussion, but because I have been overawed by the 
:fierceness of argument 1;1-nd by the keen flashes of repartee, 
which have thrilled me and filled me with fantastic terrors no 
mortal ever felt before. 

I have sat speechless in my chair when the matchless Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] rose up, and, standing firm 
but a little stooped, with the industrial world upon his back, 
pleaded with suppressed emotion for the wage-earners of our 
country and demanded that they shall have their 1 per cent 
of the profits of protection, blissfully indifferent as to who gets 

· the other 99 per cent. [Laughter.] I have dodged behind my 
. desk in mute but uncontrollable agitation as the thunderbolts of 
Jove rolled from the esophagus of the senior Senator from Idaho 

. [Mr. HEYBURN] in defense of the American hog. [Laughter.] 
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I have been dumb with admiration as I watched the shepherd 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN] drive the wolves from 
the fold, with wool in their teeth, but without the loss of a 
single Wyoming sh~ep. [Laughter.] I have retreated to the 
cloakroom when the impetuous Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] 
flaunted his mercerized skirts in the face of the Senate and 
brandished his German razors in the air. [Laughter.] 

I have watched New York, New England, and Pennsylvania., 
reenforced by Illinois and the Pacific slope, throw out their 
battle lines and close in on the rebels of the Middle West, and 
crµsh the spirit of secession against high tariff, once more 
letting down the bars of opportunity, and joyously hugging 
the Goddess of Liberty, as the big fat calf of the East once more 
bounds forward to the flowing udder of the West, and walls his 
eyes and wiggles his tail in speechless bliss as he draws his 
daily tariff bounty. [Laughter.] 

.All these storms have blown for the honor and glory of pro
tection. All these battles have been fought to preserve the 
dignity of labor. 0 labor, labor, how many crimes have b.een 
committed in thy name! 0 protection, how often are thy gar
ments made the cloak of greed! 

Sir, I have looked and listened until I have become accus
tomed to storms, and I am no longer frightened by wind. There
fore I have determined to get on the rear end of this discussion 
and disturb the atmosphere of the Senate for an hour on_general 
principles, only touching the tariff at the high places, because 
there are no low places, except on a few raw materials. 

The shifting scenes of .American politics have been watched 
with ever-increasing interest by all the civilized nations of 
the earth for more than a century and a quarter. Our national 
life began in the throes of revolution against the unjust taxation 
of the colonies by the mother country. Out of that revolution 
came the blessings of protection, not to a few, but to all alike, 
with special privileges to none. Out of it came a written Con
stitution, establishing our dual form of government, defining the 
limitations of the federal power, and reserving all . power not 
thus defined to the States forever. And thus the young Re
public of civil liberty, bearing in her bosom the precious burdens 
of human hope and human happiness, appeared in the wilder
ness of a new continent, clearing the way for a new civiliza
tion, and giving a new impulse to the progress of the world. 

But, Mr. President, I am only repeating what is known to 
all, that right in the hour of that great victory for the rights 
of men another war began, and it was fought out with ever
increasing fury O.Jl every stump, in every forum, and in the col
urnns of every newspaper in the land for more than eighty years. 
It was a war of principles, a clash of ideas, a remorseless strug
gle between the two great opposing theories of federalism on the 
one hand and state sovereignty on the other. 

When the time came for the formation of a more perfect 
Union, the two great overshadowing questions of national taxa
tion and the extent and scope of. national authority over the 
States arose. Alexander Hamilton believed in a strong federal 
government, with the centralization of power at its <:apital. 
He believed that the President and the Senators ought to be 
elected for life, and thus while he did not dare oppose a repre
sentative government, he clung to the policy of lifting it above 
the clamors of ever-shifting public sentiment and removing it as 
far as possible from the people. 

But those stormy times brought forth tb.e genius of Jefferson 
to give shape and form to the doctrine of the diffusion of 
power among the people themselves, placing in their own hands 
their own destiny and the destiny of their country. He be
lieved that every State and every community ought to have 
the right to control its own domestic affairs unmolested by the 
federal power or by any other power under the sun. And, sir, 
he lived to see his ideals enthroned in the hearts of his coun
trymen and his theory of popular government woven into the 
very fabric of the Union, and then, in the peaceful shades of 
private life, with a halo of glory upon his brow, fell asleep on 
the bosom of old Virginia, the greatest apostle of human liberty 
who ever lived or died. 

Hamilton perished on the field of honor long before his ideal 
was accepted as the fundamental principle of a tremendous 
political movement which culminated .in the election of Abra
ham Lincoln to the Presidency, and, finally, in the submission to 
the arbitrament of arms the issue of whether the Federal Gov
ernment was supreme or whether the States were sovereign, 
with the right to secede from the compact of the fathers. 

That question, like some invisible cobra, lay twined in the 
Constitution, and it was apparent for more than a quarter of a 
century that it could only be settled by the sword. The ro'ilision 
could not be averted. It was the irrepressible conflict that 
Webster foreshadowed on this floor in his reply to Hayne. It 



3650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. 'JUNE 22.? 

was the gathering storm that Clay postponed with his great 
compromise measures. It was the earthquake shock that Andrew 
Jackson feared when he held up his bony hand and swore " by 
the Eternal, the Union must and shall be preserved." States
manship and conservatism delayed it, but the hurricane came 
at last, and the hills of the South were torn with shot and shell, 
and her streams ran red with fraternal blood, and death stood 
grim and terrible on a hundred battlefields, beckoning a million 
men to the opening grave. 

Sir, it would be folly to discuss the question now of who was 
right or who was wrong in that awful struggle. It i~ enough 
to know that however evenly divided the reasons were that i.m
pelled the flower of our country on both sides to rush to the 
cannon's mouth, the issue was settled forever. 

The theory of Hamilton triumphed. A new system of gov
ernment was built upon the ashes of the old, and the great 
Il.3.tional Republican party ascended the throne of power amid 
the shouts and plaudits of its worshippers. And the sword was 
beaten into a steel trust, and the canteen was beaten into a 
tin trust, and that party has been beating the American people 
ever since in the name of protection to American industry. 
Mr. President, what good came to us out of the Revolution, and 
what good came to our country out of the shedding of the 
blood of brothers in the civil war, if_ the burdens of taxation 
laid upon us by our masters at home are tenfold heavier and 
more oppressive than the burdens laid upon our fathers by 
their master beyond the sea? 

I would rather see my country governed by centralized power 
on a throne than to see it ruled by concentrated wealth in this 
Capitol, for money bags are far more cruel than kings. 

I have searched in vain the speeches and writings of Hamil
ton and Clay, the founders of the American System, for the 
remotest semblance of any purpose akin to this measure. The 
object of protection then was to create industries where none 
existed, and to foster them until they could stand alone. And 
neither of these splendid statesmen ever dreamed of the · ex
tremes to which their successors have gone. 

America was a wilderness when Hamilton expounded the 
principle. England had forbidden and suppressed manufactures 
in the colonies, determined herself to supply everything for 
American consumption. There was scarcely a smokestack in 
the whole country. There were but few wage-earners, except in 
the :fields; and it was under these conditions that the prolific 
brain of Hamilton conceived the plan to call into being a new 
system of industries which would give remunerative employ
ment to labor and encouragement to the investment of capital 
and at the same time bring revenue to the Government. '.rhis 
is the principle preached by the leaders of the party now in 
power, but they can not trace the lineage of this bill back to 
those mighty _men. For, I doubt not if they could have fore
seen the prostitution of the doctrine which they unfolded, they 
would have recoiled in horror from the very word "protection" 
and sought some other way to uncover the riches of the Re
public. 

Sir, e\en the Republican party of to-day, which has slipped 
the last leash of restraint, did not begin its career with such a 
policy in its mouth. 

In its platform of 1860 there was nothing but the bare men
tion of incidental protection, and neither in its platform of 1864 
nor in its platform of 

0

1868 was protection specifically mentioned. 
In its platform of 1872 it still made revenue the purpose and 

protection the incident. And it was not until 1876 that it threw 
its loving arms around the wage-earner and pressed him to its 
bosom. 

The wealth of the country has been shifting to a few great 
centers ever since in the name of the wage-earner, and a few 
magnates of finance in these few centers are manipulating and 
controlling a.11 the chief manufactories, all the principal arteries 
of transportation, and all the banks between the two great 
oceans that divide the world. And, sir, the danger to our form 
of government lies in this continuous consolidation of corporate 
wealth and power, with its eyer-increasing tendency to enlarge 
its demands and force the country to stand and delh·er in the 
name of the wage-earner. 

Agriculture is no longer the palladium of our free institu
tions; contentment no longer sings among the hills; but the 
re tless milli-onB are pouring out of the fields into the city 
and the town and into the mine and the lumber camp in search 
of higher wages, and we are building up a stupendous urban 
civilization, with every city a breeder of crime against God and 
man and the devil's own hothouse of corruption, under the out
stretched wing of protection to the American wage-earner. 

The Republican platform of 1908 calls for a tariff sufficient 
to cover the difference between wages at home and abroad plus 

a reasonable profit to the manufacturer. If this bill had been
squared to the promise of the platform, there would have been 
no opposition to it by Republican Senators from the West and 
not many protests by Democratic Senators from any section, 
except against the tail end of it, promising a reasonable profit 
to the manufacturer. We could not foresee that when the 
schedules were made the tail would wag the dog. 

But the platform and the bill are as different as the plan of 
salvation and Sherman's march to the sea; and God know 
when Congress will adjourn. [Laughter.] I do not think that 
coveted event will happen until a few more eulogies are pro
nounced upon the wage-earner, and not even then until the 
rebels of the Middle West have been pacified. I think it will 
be done by the vigorous use of the plank favoring a tax on the 
incomes of corporations, recently jerked out of the national 
Democratic platform by our great President for the emergency. 

What is the use to keep the country waiting? For the great 
transaction is almost done, and the " jokers " are still in the bill. 
Its framers have neither changed the policy nor reduced the 
average; they have neither heeded the appeals of Republicn.n 
Senators representing great agricultural States in the Union 
nor the promises of their platform. They have banished Demo
cratic Senators from their star-chamber councils and forbid
den them from participating in the hearings before their com
mittee. They are again about to deliver the masses over to 
the classes, and sharp-faced and lynx-eyed avarice will still 
continue to throw mock kisses at the pouting lips of p1undered 
confidence, and the carriage of Dives will still continue to 
throw contemptuous dust from its glittering wheels on the 
squalid rags of Lazarus. The sovereign people will soon wake 
from their iridescent dream of revision downward to find the 
same old vulture of protection rising far above the Dingley 
minimum and soaring to the blue cerulean of the Aldrich maxi
mum, with the American consumer by the seat of the panta
loons in his talons. [Laughter.] 

The grand old party used to tell us that the foreigner paid 
the duty, and that we did not pay a dollar of it, and they rode 
into power on it; but that proposition soon got in the condition 
of Mark Twain's boat in a storm. 

Mark said: 
She heaved und sot, and sot and heaved, 

And high her rudder flung, 
And every time she heaved and sot 

A mighty leak she sprung. 
[Laughter.] 
That proposition soon sprung a leak, and they got in another 

boat. They solemnly declared that the wall of protection would 
shut off foreign competition and honeycomb our country with 
home industries, and that home competition would hold down 
prices, and then the millennium would be at hand; and they 
sailed into power on that keel. The results which followed in 
the wake of this theory were like the fulfillment of a glo1ious 
prophecy, and it looked like satan was about to be chained for a 
thousand years by the Republican party. But when the tariff 
wall was completed, when they had built it high and strong, our 
home "industries began to combine and our home corporations 
began to consolidate, and they have combined and consolidated 
until there is not enough of home competition left to fan the 
cheek of the trust or make a breeze in the markets; and there
fore about 80,000,000 American· citizens are at the mercy of 
their masters. 

Protection has run men mad with lust for gold and hunger 
for power. There is the jingle of gold in ·the very laughter of 
modern financiers, the eyes of politicians are jaundiced with 
it, and I sometimes think that if the great Republic could be 
lifted up and spread out in the kingdom of heaven the Repub
lican party would dig up the golden streets of the New Jeru
salem in three hours, and levy a tariff on the harps of the 
angels for the protection of American indush·y. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, when Republican Senators have prote ted 
against the high rate of taxation carried in the bill under 
consideration, and pointed out its inequalities, they have been 
branded as insurgents, and told to their faces that they hall 
have to explain their trea on in the next campaign. When 
Democratic Senators have declared their loyalty to the principle 
of a tariff for revenue, they have been dabbed "free traders." 
Of course there is not the semblance of truth in it, as they 
ought to know, for we all agree that a large amount of our 
national revenue must come from duties on import . But bow 
can we both tax a foreign article and admit it free? '.rhere
fore free trade is an imaginary goblin that haunts the dreams 
of our overzealous statesmen. 

All Democrats agree that the tariff should equal the difference 
between wages at home and abroad, but we do dispute the prop
osition that the outstretched wing of measureless love for the 
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laboring man in this bill is in accord with that doctrine. For 
it is exacting sometimes ten and sometimes twenty times the 
difference, and here is where the enormity of the system lies. 

We do deny that there is a fair _and impartial distribution 
of the burdens of taxation in the scheme. We cling to the old 
Democratic doch·ine of tariff for revenue, and that the highest 
tax should be levied on luxuries, the next highest on the com
forts, and the lowest of all on the necessities of life. Can any 
just man find fault with that? Does it not meet every legiti
mate purpose in laying a tax? Would it not foster manufac
tures, protect wages, and provide for revenue? Would it not 
desh'oy the incentive and the opportunity for monopoly and 
wipe away the stain of injustice and the stigma of class legis
latiQn? 

But what is the use to philosophize on what might be the 
happy condition of our country under a just and equitable sys
tem of taxation when there is an overwhelming majority here 
against it? Why plead for revision when there is no revision? 

Sir, there was one last lingering hope left, but I fear it has 
flickered in the socket. I refer to the amendment offered by 
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. BAILEY], called the "in
come-tax amendment." The Senators on this side of tb.e Cham
ber believe it ought to be engrafted upon the system, because 
it would compel the rich and the near rich to help pay the 
expenses of a Government which gives them protection of life 
and property, wherever they may go, in every land and under 
every sky. They believe that a large number of Senators on 
the other side agree with them in their hearts, and that most 
of those who oppose the amendment are fighting it becam:e they 
fear it would be the entering wedge which would split the 
present tariff system in twain. They fear it would give a new 
source of revenue to the Government and revolutionize the 
whole thing, for they know that the larger the volume of 
revenue pouring into the Treasury the less excuse there would 
be for high tariff. And they know that the downfall of hlgh 
tariff would mean their downfall from power. 

Sir, I hold that no better method of raising money to run the 
Government was ever invented by the ingenuity of man than 
that which is embodied in the principle of taxing all according 
to their ability to pay; and any other method is not only unjust, 
bµt vicious, and ought to be · outlawed by all who love liberty 
and free government. · 

Sir, I admire our great President, great in mind and great in 
heart, but who can follow his changing views of this question? 
He was one of the foremost exponents of an income tax back 
yonder when his party was promising things it is now engaged 
in repudiating. .And, now, after the House has followed his 
recommendation and provided a graduated inheritance tax, he 
comes with still another measure, emanating from this Cham
ber, whlch will defeat the very thing he has hitherto stood for. 

I do not criticise the President, for I am sure he believes he 
is right, and I believe in his wisdom and patriotism and jus
tice. But, sir, for all that, I think this body is absolved from 
its belief in his infallibility, when in the very measure com
mended to us as the ripe fruit of his wisdom an error is com
mitted, which shows that sometimes even a great man's mind 
may slip a cog or miss a goal in the great golf game of politics. 

It deh·acts from the immaculate perfection which lends its 
charm to a measure originating in such high quarters that the 
egg was cracked in the laying. _ 

There is a vast amount of misinformation extant about the 
political origin of the so-called doctrine of "free raw materials." 
It was never a Democratic doctrine, although, as I have said, 
the party has in recent years favored it. It is a New England 
doctrine, because the manufacturers who get the bulk of pro
tection's benefits are there, and they naturally want the raw 
materials untaxed, as a general rule, and thereby add to their 
profits. 

It certainly can not be a southern doctrine, because the 
South abounds in raw materials, and it is not to the interest 
of my people to sell them cheaply for New England to manu
facture and then sell back to us at high protective prices. 

But, l\ir. President, I confess that whenever the great Demo
cratic party espouses a thing I at once become enamored of it. 
It is the way of -all good Democrats, and it has its origin in the 
universal conviction among them that its doctrines are always 
conceived in righteousness and patriotism. There are thousands 
of our people clinging yet to the free-raw-material idea, because 
it was once espoused by the Democratic party as a'n expedient, 
but it was found long ago that the means did not reach the noble 
and patriotic end. 

The senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER] has thrown 
a flood of light upon this question in a recent speech upon this 
floor, especially as it relates to iron ore. 

Sir, I can not conceive how the idea became prevalent that 
De:r;nocratic Senators must now vote against every measure to 
tax anything. The party has always stood for a tariff for reve
nue, and yet when we vote in the Senate for a rm·enue tariff 
on iron ore and other raw materials, there are some who are 
ready to decry it as un-Democratic in the face of the record 
that iron ore has been taxed in every revenue bill since the 
Government has existed, and that the- 25 cents a ton is 15 cents 
less than it was even in the Wilson bill. It further appears, 
sir, and it is most astonishing information, that in that very bill 
every Democrat in the Senate save one voted for it. 

The majority of the Senators on this side of the Chamber 
voted for a revenue tariff on iron ore and lumber, and we are 
in favor of a revenue tariff on coal and many other raw mate
rials. because we believe it is the best illustration of Democratic 
principles. 

We believe that when the old-time theory was reversed in 
1892 it was a departure from the long-established Democratic 
faith, but that it was done in the hope that free raw materials 
would bring down the prices of manufactured goods; but prices 
went up instead of coming down. We believe, further, that 
it would be conh·ary to the Democratic creed to give to the 
manufacturer a tariff on what he sells and free trade on what 
he buys. 

I believe that the true Democratic doctrine is a tariff for 
revenue on raw materials as well as on the manufactured goods. 
Sir, we are now almost a half a century beyond the settlement 
of that other issue which cost the Nation so much blood and 
treasure, and may God grant that we shall never have another 
struggle like it for the settlement of any issue. Time has pulled 
down the forts and leveled the trenches; time has healed and 
comforted and subdued the passions of men until the Mason and 
Dixon line is now only the red scar of honor across the breast 
of the Republic which marks the unity of our once divided 
counh'y. Our people have been true to the dead and true to 
the living, and while they have stood by the principles cherished 
by their fathers, they have not shrunk from their duty as 
American citizens. They have paid fur more than their share 
of revenue to support the Government with millions piled on 
millions in bounties to northern manufacturers. They have 
cheerfully paid millions more in pensions to soften the pillows 
and smooth the paths of the now aged veterans who defeated 
them in war. They have done more. Their sons rushed to arms 
under the old flag when the President called for volunteers in 
the war with Spain; and, still more, they stopped the panic of 
1907. They stopped it with their cotton bales. The credit- of 
the whole country, like Mazeppa of old, was lashed to the back 
of that wild panic, and but for the cotton crops of 1907 and 
1908 the disaster to our commerce and trade would have shocked 
the world. Therefore, sir, the-Senators and Rep1~esentatives 
from the South feel that they ought to have had a voice in the 
legislation which means so much to their ·people. But we are 
told that the policies to which we cling once imperiled the indus
trial life of the Nation. We are told that under the operation 
of the Wilson revenue-tariff bill our industries were brought 
to a standstill; that labor was turned out into the world without 
employment; that business languished everywhere, and that the 
whole country was on the eve of bankruptcy, knowing, as they 
do, that these conditions were the result of the panic of 1893, 
which began before the Wilson bill was passed; that it was a 
world panic, brought on by overspeculation and overtrading and 
by the manipulations of the bears in the markets of the earth. 

I now ask the Senator~ on the other side of this Chamber, 
What brought on the pamc of 1907? The Wilson bill did not 
bring it on, because the Dingley high-tariff law was in full 
operation. Democratic theories did not bring it on, because 
the Republicans were intrenched in power. , 

What precipitated that panic, which again stopped the wheels 
of industry and left 2,000,000 men with . empty dinner pails in 
their hands and empty stomachs at home, and which plunged 

·so many thousands of the best business men in the land into 
almost irretrievable ruin? I repeat, Who stopped the clock of 
our prosperity in 1907? The most distinguished citizen of 
America, then enthroned in the White House, but now like 
some spectacled colossus bestriding the jungles of Africa, 
shoutec}, through a message to Congress, that the h·usts and 
combines did it to discredit his administration. And the trusts 
and combines hurled back the answer that the President did it 
by his unnatural, unwarranted, and imperious efforts to tear 
down business. 

Perhaps both accusations had something in them; but, sir, 
the country believes that the great aggregations of consolidated 
wealth, made possible by our tariff system and our financial 
system, did it. For our great protected industries have the 
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power to .close the doors of the banks and stop the flow of 
m-0ney at will, because they own the banks; and tbe banks 
have the power to stop the wheels of indUBtry, because they 
own the industries. The wild horse of the panic of 1907 has 
been stopped in its mad .career an-0 our credit has been rescued 
from destruction~ but it has been in the hospital ever since. 
But the conditions which made that _panic possible still exist, 
and more pa.nic.s will come with greater fury unless these causes 
are removed. 
. France and Germany and other foreign powers are not a.sleep. 
They are gradually but surely checkmating us with measures 
of 1·etaliation, and it is reasonable to believe that they will ulti
mately close their ports to us as long as we dose onr ports to 
them. The argument that they can undersell us is in their 
fa >or, for if it be true, they have the power to take from us the 
trade of the world and leave us without a market beyond the 
seas. 

Sir, I warn the party in power now that long before the final 
judgment day shall come the.re will be a judgment at the ballot 
box, and the party so jubilant t~day will lie helpless and dis
consolate, .as the old Tennesseean who joined a great excursion 
to the beautiful city of Memphis in the days when the saloon 
was in flower. The old man, after lingering too long where 
Bacchus smiles, became hilarious and swore he could whip any
body in .Memphis, and the crowd around him laughed. Then 
he swore he could whip anybody in Shelby County, and the 
crowd laughed again. Then he swore he could whip anybody 
in the State, and a stranger jumped him and beat him nearly 
to death and left him writhing on the floor. But finally he 
rose in a sitting position and exclaimed : " Gentlemen. I aro 
afraid I kivered a leetle too much territory in that last propo
sition." [Great laughter.] They gave us the McKinley law, and 
the people stood it; they gave us the Dingley law, and the people 
endured it; but the. Senator from Rhode Isl.and will discover 
by and by that he has "kivered a leetle too much teuitory" in 
this last proposition. 

The indications all point in that direction, for have we not 
witnessed the spectacle of many eloquent and far-seeing Sen
ators on the other side of the a.isle, who have had their ears to 
the ground, fleeing in the direction of low tariff? The time was, 
in the recent past, when the guides about the Capitol were 
pointing out to visiting pilgrims the beetling-browed senior Sen
.ator from Iowa and the sun-crowned senior Senator from In
diana ns the Elijah and Elisha of protection. Buti strange 
things happened in Indiana last fall, and coming events are 
casting · their shadows before them in Iowa and other great 
agricultural States beyond the Mississippi. It is therefore clear 
to all who have witnessed the impassioned supplications of 
many Senators from that region for lighter bounties to the rich 
and 11ghte1· burdens upon the poor that the chariot of fire is 
.about to descend, and some of the prophets are in great danger 
of being caught up ·and translated is.to the heaven of private 
life where politicians cease from troubling and statesmen are 
at rest. [Laughter.] .l\fr. President, southern Senators have 
not been permitted to take any very prominent part in this 
legislation, nor in any other legislation affecting the national 
well-being. 

Our people have been in the wilderness of political ostracism 
for more than forty years, and the children .of Israel never en
countered more trials and trioulations. 

·When the first gun at Fort Sumter heralded · the approach
ing storm of war the civili,zation of the old South was at the 
zenith -0f its glory. It was a proud and haughty civiJization 
.and sat upon a throne of living ebony. Its wealth and power 
were unrivaled in the world. But when the last gun at Appo
mattox heralded the dawn of peace that civilization had fallen. 
Its cities and towns were in a.she£; its wealth and power had 
departed; and the remnants of the armies who fought to save 
it, too exhausted to longer pull the b·igger, too foot-sore and 
too proud to run, stacked their old bent and battered muskets 
in the anguish of defeat and went limping baek to their ruined 
homes. There is nothing left of that civilization now but 
precious memoTies and the pathetic story of vanished dreams, 
lingering among its tombstones and monuments like the fra
grance of roses that are faded and gone. 

The men of the South di(} not sulk in their tents, neither <lid 
they despair in the midst of desolation. But accepting in good 
faith the decision of the sword, they volunteered in the urmies 
of enterprise anu industi.7, determined to retrieve in peace the 
prestige and power they had lost in war. But, sir, scarcely 
bad the clouds of battle lifted when they were confronted with 
horrors more terrible than wnr. The dragon of rec~mstruction 
crawled into almost every capital and left its slimy trail in 
every community. The reins of state governments were b·ans- . 
ferred from the white hands of the master to the black hands 

of his emancipated slave. Black-he~rted usurpation seized our 
gubernatorial chairs and black-faced ignorance sat in our legis
latures. Millions of bogus debts wer~ piled up like Ossa on 
Pelion; oppression .and robbery were unresn·ained, and outrage 
rode on every passing breeze and lurked in every .flower. And, 
sir, but for the unconquerable blood of the Anglo-Saxon that 
ran in the veins of the clansmen of the South, outlawed as they 
were, .and condemned as assassins, the map of the richest sec
tion of this Union would have been converted into a map of 
darkest Africa, with a carpetbag as the symbol of its degrada
tion. 

But those battle-scarred men, desperate in the darkest hour 
.of their history, threw themselves into the breach and broke 
the neck of negro domination on southern soil and reestab
lished white sup1·emacy there forever. Bayonets were Wi.th
drawn from the polls, deputy marshals were eliminated from 
elections, and a new star of hope shone through the rifted 
cl-0ud that hung like a pall of gloom over our stricken country. 

The Southern States quickly adjusted themselves to the new 
conditions consequent upon the abolition of slavery, and our 
people went to work. We had no industry save agriculture; no 
protection save the beneficent influences of God's sunshine and 
sbowers upon our fields. The negro problem was a barrier to 
immigration. It shut out enterprise from om· borde1·s and 
turned the streams of commerce to other sections. Capital 
shunned us, and nothing reached us but the Internal-Revenue 
Department and the tarifi' system. 

Our mountains of coal and iron slept on. unjarred by the 
dynamite, undisturbed by the pick and the drill. Our marble 
.and zinc and copper still slumbered in the quarry, and om· vast 
forests of timber still waited for the woodman's ax. 

Everything slept and slumbered but taxation. Our country 
had been decimated by war, humiliated by reconstruction. and 
weighed down by the highest tariff taxation this world has 
ever known, and we were in bad plight. We were in the con
dition of the good old praying member of the church who was 
a.filieted all .at once with every disease in the catalogue. He 
had rheumatism and aneurism and curvature af the spine and 
was finally stricken with paralysis; but after months of suffer
ing he got better, and went shambling one evening to prayer 
meeting. The old preacher rose n.nd said. "Now, brethren, I 
want us to have a good time here to-night. I want every one of 
you to get up and tell what the Lord has done for you. There 
is Brother Jones, God bless him; he has been afflicted and hasn't 
been with us for many months. Brother Jones, get up and tell 
us what the Lord has done for you." Brother Jones arose and 
hobbled out in the aisle, and said: "Well, he's about ruint me.'-' 
{Great laughter.] 

But, Mr. President, inspired by an unfaltering faith in the 
future, our ·people still mai·ched on toward the summit of pros
perity and happiness from which they had fallen. 

I do not believe that any country under the heavens eyer 
recovered so rapidly from the devastations of war. 

I have gathered a few facts to illustrate our wonderful ad
vancement from almost naked poverty to the very gates of 
fabulous wealth and glory. In 1870, just five years after peace 
returned to bless us, the population of the Southern States was 
11,25-0,000 souls. But in 1906 it reached 24,352.000 souls, almost 
all of whom were native~born southe1·ners, showing that one of 
our principal products was children [laughter], who had more 
than doubled the population of the South in thirty-six · years, 
not taking into consideration the thousands of men we haTe 
furnished to the professions and to every brunch of trade and 
eommerce in the North and West, and the thousands of fair 
women we have given them to collect a tarifi' for re\enue from 
their Yankee husbands, and, not counting the large negro popu
lation, we have contributed to .almost every community north 
of the Ohio and the Potomac rivers, to give color to their _pa
triotism and odor to their cherished ideals of the universal 
brotherhood of man. [Great laughter.] 

In my travels in the North I have met with sneers at the 
ignorance of the southern people. And I admit that there is 
too much of that kind of raw material there; but I have seen 
more ignorance in a few northern ctties than in all the South
ern States put together. Our ignorance is not imported, and it 
speaks the English language. But how could we educate the 
generation that grew up after the civil war without schools and 
colleges and universities? Ours were burned to the ground, and 
we had to begin as the pioneers began, in the woods and without 
help from any quarter. 

We were so poor that even in 1880 all the Southern States 
expended only $7,183,000 for public schools. But our advance
ment along educational lines was so rapid that in 1907 the 
same States expended $56,217,143 for public scho-0Js a.lone, and 
we have built innumerable colleges. In my State we have noth-
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ing under a university or ·a -coloneL We have the University of : 
:Tennessee at Knoxville, -Gi;ant Univ.ersity at Chattanooga, the ' 
Uni>ersity of the South at Se.wanee, -:the Presbyterian Universicy 
.at Clarksville, the Baptist University at Jackson, the Lincoln 
Memorial University at Cumberland Gap, Cumberland Uni
wersicy at Lebanon, and the great Vanderobilt University .at Nash
ville, besides two colored colleges in .that city. .Qf course these 
uni'versities are not blessed with large endowments, · but they 
are up-to-date and flourishing institutions. 

One ·Of the greatest .institutions ill the whole ·South is the 
.Peabody Normal, located in the -city -of Nashville, ·a monument 
to the great philanthropist of that name. What State in the 
Union can make a better showing in universities? But, -sir, I 
:wish to present a few figures to -prove the progr~ss of the South 
,along industrial lines, ·especially in agriculture. 

In 1870 the Southern States pr.oduced 3,010,113 bales of ·cotton. 
.In 1908 .they .Produced 13,587,506 bales of cotton. the value of 
:which is estimated at $681,230,956, or more than $250,000,000 
more th.an the value -of the output of all the gold mines in the 
world in the same year. In 1870 the South rn.ised, in round 
.mumbers, l.781000,000 pounds of tobacco. In 1907 we xaised 
·487,000,000 pounds. .In 1870 we raised, in round numbers, 
7,000,000 bushels ·of potatoes. In 1907 we raised ·over ·22,500,000 
bushels, and they were still digging potatoes 'when the reports 
came in. In 1870 our crop of hay was 903,000 ·tons. In l.907 it 
was 4~370,000 tons, and they were still making hay. Our corn 
-crop in 1870 measured, in round numbers, 343,000,000 bushels. 
.In 1.907 it mefl:Sured -out 693,000,000 bushels. 

In 1870 we .garnered 30.000,000 .bushels of wheat, ·and in 1907 
nearly 45,000,000 bushels. I hav.e not the figures to show the 
increase in the output of rice and .sugar, nut it has been enor
-mous. l\Ir. President, I ·.despise sectional jealousy, .I abhor sec
tional :animosity, bnt I do believe in sectional pride ·and sec
tional patriotism. I do not fall out 'With the East for believing 
:that the aurora borealis is the reflection of the fires ,of eastern 
furnaces .and factories, nor wJth the West for believing the -sun
set's golden glow is the .reflection of 'Western iields ·of grain· 
and why should .they faU ,out with me for .entertaining th~ 
.opinion that the .milky way is <0.rily the .picture on the sky ·of 
;ih-e rice .:and cotton fields of Dixie? 

Why should they fall out with .me when I tell them that in 
:spite of the .blight of ·war and the .eurse ·Of reconstruction, in 
spite of the ..discrimina'tions ·Of _an l1Iljust tariff system, :my -sec
.tion of our tCommon country has steadily climbed ·up the ,golden 
stairs? . 

We do not .claim 'all the glory for -ourselves, :for men of 
;thought ·and men -of action in i:he North discovered 'long a()'o 
'1:hat ·the Ohinese wall of the negro -preblem was only a shado;. 
invented for political .and -commercial reas.ons, and ;they have 
-seized ·:opportunity by the .forelo.ck .and furnished a large pa.rt 
of the -C®ital to extend .our railroad .systems from 12~554 miles 
. of track in 1870 to 63,784 miles in !1907.; :and when the J)roBlem 
of transportation was solved, ·they began to spend millions for 
furnaces and factories in our midst, .and the result is that North 
.Oarolina has 350 cotton mills to-day. :South Carolina has more 
·spindles than North Carolina, :and !Georgia is not far heh.ind 
:either ·Of them. Birmingham is leading .the world with her 
•pig iron, .and .the industry has just 'begun Jn the Binningham 
district. We are just .beginning to hear the shrill notes of the 
factory whistle and -the music .of machinery at .e\·ery point of 
:the comp.ass in the land .of cotton and colonels. There was 
1leler, in .all the .history of men, ·such an industrial awakening 
·as has been rampant in the South. We have a monopoly ·on 
climate; ·the .raw .mateJ:ials are at our doors; we have water 
power enough to rn:n the machinery -0f the earth, .and we can 
manufacture cheaper than .any .country this side JJf that coun:b.·y 
\Where raw materials and fuel "are "fr.ee. 

·our railroad lines have already brought every :section of the 
Southland in easy reach of the-sea, and when the great Isthmian 
Canal is .completed it will bring us by water 10,000 .miles closer 
!to the Orient, and thus give us a .new outlet far our proitucts. 
That canal :will turn the stream -of commerce from .the .Middle 
West to southern ports, and it will honeycomb the .South and 
the great Southwest with diversified industries .and make fllem 
bl.ossom ilike the rose. 

:Our farm -products have 'increased 1n -value from $600,000;000 
fu 18 O to $2,225,000,000, and only .about two-fifths of our lands 
·are yet under the plow. 
, Our cotton crop in the past ten ;years reaches the .enormous 
·aggregate ..of 112,500,000 bales. 

The South has a farm ready for each of 2,000,000 more far.m
.ers, and if only half of them were under cultivation the annual 
·value of her .crop would be $5,000,000,000. 

.Her .truck crops for :the northern market ha-ve arisen iuom 
inappreciable value to over $100,000,000, and it is progressing 

by such -startling leaps .and bounds that the prophets hav.e set 
the mark at a billion within a few :years. 

She is making ten times as much pig iron as in 1880. • 
She has 41 per cent of the total forest ·area of the United 

States, and the v.alue of her lumber output last year .averaged 
.:a million dollars a day. · 

Her mineral output increased from :a v.aluatlon of .$13,818,000 
in 1880 to $287,000,000 last year. 

But, Mr. President, I kn..-0w that .our opponents on the uther 
side of this Chamber wi1.l exclaim that if all this be true, the 
Southern Senators ought to vote solidly for the pending tariff 
measure, and thus insure the realization of our dreams. I 
.answer them in advance fhat principle and justice .are above 
policy. Om _mechanical industries .amounted to almost nothing 
through all the long, w-eazy _years when we :needed capital to 
build them, and yet we .had to pay the tariff. Bu.t we have 
prospered in spite of all. If we had nothing else but agriculture, 
we would still .be· growing rich. 

'But now that we have accumulated capital .of our own, sup
plemented by ±he capital of the generous men of other sections 
who believe in our future, -we are going to convert our own raw 
materials into .finished goods, tariff or no -tariff. We 'believe 
that we can compete with other nations on a revenue basis. W.e 
are -c-0nfident that we can put New England out of business in 
the years to come under the system you are forcing upon us 
.now. We know the l!!YStem is wrong, forever wrong, for we 
have ·felt its -grinding power~ I heard the Senator from ·west 
-Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] say not long .ago, on this floor, 'that the 
.South bas .Paid four thousand millions since the war in tariff 
bounties to the North. We ha'Ve been shipping our raw ma
terials .to the North for forty years, paying the freight and the 
.bounty to the .manufacturer, .ana then shipping tbem back in 
the finished goods, and paying the freight on .our mowers and 
reapers and .shovels .and .hoes and everything fr.om a gan'g 
·plow to .a broom handle, and I am sure the Senator .did not over
estimate what it .has cost our people who toil in tbe fields for 
their daily .bread. 

But let the clll'tain drop on that. The mill ·will never grind 
;with the water that is ,passed . 

But we are prepared for the future. And -yet I do not bElieve 
that the United States will ever reach the high tide of its 
glory until w.e apply the golden rule ffll.d deal justly ·not onl_y 
with our o-wn people at home, but with the people of other 
nations. We can not nope to defend "the -princi'ples of 'free go-v
.e.rnment and to exemplify the blessings which they bring nnt'il 
we apply them impartially under our own flag. ·we can not 
hope to lead all the nations of t'.ie earth in .commerce and trade 
until we are willing to buy as well as to se1L We can not 
hope to .Perpetuate our free .institutions .and to hand them down 
to posterity as a priceless heritage until we wipe from our 
statute books the last ves?ge of "tID.equa1 and unjust taxation, 
the _great destroyer of nations . 

'The PRESIDING OFFICER ·('Mr~ KEAN ln the Chair). -The 
pending question 'is on ±he amendment offered by the 'Senator 
from :M.Jssissippi [l\Ir. l\1cLA.unrn] to the amendment of the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. l\IcLAURIN. On that r ask for the yeas and nays. 
The -yeas and -nay-s were ordered. 
Mr. l\IcCUMBER. I ask that the amendment to .the amend

me:n.t may, be Tead again. 
Mr. BURKETT. Let the ·amendment to the amendment be 

read. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be read. 
The SECRETA.RY. It 1s proposed to add at the end of the 

amendment -proposed by the Committee on Finance the follow-
1ng words: 

The word " hides " as used in this paragraph shall be understood to 
include all ·skins of ·any -kind and all kinds of cattle and calves of any 
weight or size of such skins, however small. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope .the Senator from Mississippi -will 
·withdraw this amendment, and allow us to vote on the :com
-mitt-ee1s proposition. As I understand the attitude of the Sen
ator from Mississippi, be is in favor .of free hides and free 
sboes and free leather and everything else free ; and he takes 
the unusual method of aITiving at that result by taking articles 
now on the free list .tbat have always been free and putting a 
duty on them. I hope the Senator wm withdraw his amend
ment to the amendment. 

Mr. McLAURIN. I can not withdraw my amendment~ · I 
will sa_y to the Senator from Rhode 1sland that I have tried 
i:o .make myself understood. I am in "favor of free hides, free 
leather, and free shoes; but if there is a -tariff on shoes and 
a tariff -on leather I .run in favor of a -tariff on hides, provided 
•aTI 'hides 'are . put under the d11ty. . l am not, though, in favor 
of a tariff on the big hides and no tariff on the little · ones. 
If there is any protection in this tariff-and, of course, there if 
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a protection in a tariff for revenue, an incidental protection- I Now, the House voted t0r free hides. If the Senate should 
the small hides ought to receive the benefit of it just as well vote for a tax on hides without the amendment of the Senator 
as the large hides. from Mississippi, it would be limited to the particular class 

l\fy amendment is that there shall be no discrimination. It of hides covered by the Senate committee amendment. I for 
merely defines what a hide is; that a hide is understood to be one, therefore, shall Yote for the amendment of the Senator 
the skin of an animal that weighs not more than 10 pounds from Mississippi, to the end that if in the last analysis we must 
or 5 pounds as well as the skin of an animal that weighs 25 have a duty on hides, it shall be universal and general in its 
pounds. I therefore can not withdraw it. application. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator from Mississippi per- Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as I understand the amendment 
mit a question? offered by the Senator from Mississippi [l\lr. MCLAURIN], it is 

Mr. McLAURIN. Cedainly. to place all hides on the dutiable list in the event that any 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I did not see the Senator's amendment kind of hides whatever are to be placed upon that list. 

until just a little while ago when he brought it to me. l\fay I I desire to say that I shall vote for the amendment offered 
ask a question along the line of the remarks of the Senator from by that Senator, and then, whether that amendment prevails 
Rhode Island? In case a duty should be voted on hides, at any or not, I shall vote against the entire proposition to place a 
rate the same kind of a duty as now exists, and the Senator's duty on hides. I yote for his amendment because we have been 
amendment should first be adopted, then would the result be assured that the duty on hides is necessary to protect the 
practically placing that same duty on every kind of hides, and farmers of this country. Of course, I believe in all these pro
thus taking out from the free list a yariety of hides which testations of friendship in behalf of the farmer. Everybody 
always under every bill ha\e been put upon the free list? Is is the farmer's friend. 
that the case? Now, sir, there is no reason why an arbitrary line should 

Mr. McLAURIN. I do not agree with the Senator in his con- be drawn at 25 pounds. If the man who removes a hide of 
structlon. . 26 pounds should enjoy protection, if it affords any benefit, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am asking the Senator if that is the on the other band, the man who removes a hide weighing only 
case? · 24! pounds ought equally to enjoy protection, and should not 

Mr. McLAURIN. My idea is, that under the law all hides be exposed to the competition of the world. 
were subject to the duty, but that the ruling of the Treasury I have no sympathy with that arbitrary line. The farmers 
Department, putting on the free list hides weighing less than of the country remove the small hides, and if it is the inten-
25 pounds, was wrong and against the intention of Congress tion of this provision to protect and shield the farmers against 
in putting the duty upon hides. I therefore wanted a definition the foreigner, then place the small hide on the protected list 
by Congress that all hides of e\ery weight shall be included as well as the heavier hides. 
under the word "hides," and that there shall be no opportunity For my own part I am opposed to all duties on all hides 
on the part of the TreasUl'y officials to construe it away. whatsoever. I am against a duty on big hides, and I am 

Mr. BEVERIDGE: 'l'he question still remains whether that against a duty on little hides. I am merely opposed to the 
be the method or whether the law is now correctly construed discrimination. I am not willing to betray the farmer without 
or not. Would the effect of the Senator's amendment for practi- a kiss. I desire to see the United States leading the contest · 
cal purposes be to take off of the free list a number of varieties for commercial supremacy of the earth. 
of skins which have always been on the free list, and specifically I shall vote for every measure calculated directly or indi
place them upon the dutiable list by the language of the law rectly to promote that consummation so devoutly to be wished. 
itself? Would that be the practical effect? Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I shall vote against the 

Mr. 1\IcLAURIN. The Senator can read the amendment, and amendment of the Senator from Mississippi owing to the fact 
he is as capable of construing it as I am. There could be no ques- which my question to him elicited. I am not prepared to vote 
tion about that. The Senator knows what would be the effect for any measure, without any substantial economic reason be
of it. ing shown, which will take ot'f the free list a number of articles 

Mr. BAILEY. As I understand, the whole purpose of the which under our laws at all times have been on the free list. 
Senator from Mississippi-and I thoroughly sympathize with As to the main proposition itself, I will not detain the Senate 
it-is to equalize the tax. There ne-ver was ancl there never any further at the present time. When the Senator from Mis
will be any decent excuse given for permitting one man to bring sissippi presented his amendment it looked very attractive to 
in a hide that weighs 24 pounds without paying a tax and com- me; but upon thinking it over I find that its net result will be, 
pelling his neighbor who brings in a hide weighing 26 pounds in case of voting a duty on hides at all, to cover a large range 
to pay a tax. of products with that -very duty which never before iu our his-

One other suggestion, and then I will not detain the Senate. tory under any bill passed by any party bore a duty upon them. 
On every one of these hides, which under the House bill are It is a departure in the way of putting a tariff duty upon such 
made free, under that same House bill there is a duty imposed articles that I am not now prepared to take. 
on the hide after it passes into the manufacturer's possession Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I realize that the 
and has been subjected to his process. In other words, the Senators have heard about all the debate that they care for upon 
tanner or the manufacturer of shoes is permitted to bring in this proposition, and I do not propose to detain you further by 
his bides without the payment of a tax. a lengthy discussion of this measure. I simply desire to say 

He tans it and passes it over to the shoemaker. The shoe- that I voted for free hides, as all Republicans did, when the 
maker converts it into a shoe, and then has a tariff on that shoe Dingley bill passed the House of Representatives. For three
for its full price, equal to 15 per cent. . That 15 ·per cent not quarters of a century we have had free hides in this country. 
only includes the value of the labor employed in converting the There is not a great commercial country in the world which 
hide into a shoe, it not only covers the increase in the value due imposes a duty upon hides. The entire business world recog
to the investment of capital and the realization of a profit, but nizes that there is a great scarcity of this article. The packing 
that 15 per cent also covers the \alue of the hide on which the houses acquire it as a by-product, and pay the farmer and cattle 
manufacturer has not paid a cent of duty. In other words, your raiser very little for it, arbitrarily fixing the price. The tanners 
free-hide pro11osition is to give the manufacturer a duty on that need the hides, and the leather manufacturer finds great diffi.
part of the finished product represented by the value of the culty in obtaining them. I can see no reason for limiting this 
free hide and yet charge him no duty on that value itself. supply and concentrating it into a few hands. 

Now analyze it. There neYer was anything more unjust and l\1r. Blaine and Mr. McKinley and Mr. Harrison and Mr. 
more indefensible. The manufacturer, I repeat, imports a hide Arthur and Mr.- Garfield and Mr. Dingley, all good .protection
and pays no duty on it. He converts that hide into a shoe, and ists, saw no wisdom in maintaining this duty. The dependence 
then collects a duty on it from the American people, the duty in- of our tanners and leather manufacturers upon South America 
eluding the yalue of the hide as well as the Yalue of the labor everyone admits. It is the idlest folly to make this item a test 
and the investment, and your whole proposition is to allow the of a man's devotion to the principles of protection, and the 
manufacturer to collect a tax from the people that he has never m~intenance of this duty is an economic and political error. 
paid to the Goyernment. . The House of Representatives saw no wisdom in it, and the 

l\1r. CLAPP. l\lr. President, I just want to sny that while same body in McKinley's ad.ministration saw none. Thousands 
I do not believe under all the circumstances that any duty of people protest against it. The multiplied u es of leather call 
should be imposed upon hides at all, yet my objection has gone loudly for a world's supply of raw material, and we shall be 
to the proposition that under the proposed amendment the unfaithful if we do not heed the call. 
producers of only certain hides would get the benefit of that We know the demands which are made for this necessary 
proteetion, but it did not go as a general thing to the small product, boots and shoes, harness and saddles, while every 
farmer of the country. woman carries a leather bag. Every factory, with its thousands 
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of workmen, uses leathe:i: belting; every furniture' ~anufa-ctur~r 
uses it as a. part of his art andi for the convenience of his 
patron. Our country can not supply the demand, and I. s~ 
neither wisdom, policy, nor common sense in the extreme po~1-
tion to which some Members of the Senate would lead us m 
this matter. In perfect harmony with my past record as a pro
tectionist, I intend to cast my vote against the cemmittee 
amendment; but I do not propose to be led into the error of 
casting my vote against a duty on. the manufactures of that raw 
material. made by hundreds of thousands of my countrymen, 
and which I still desire to see converted into- the finished prod
uct upon our own soil for the benefit of the American. people; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the roil 
on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator fI·o_m Mississippi 
[Mr. "IcLAuRIN] to the amendment of the Committee on. Finance. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
l\Ir. GUGGENHElM (when his- name was called). I have 

a general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [1\fr. 
PAYN'I:ERJ, who is unavoidably detained. I. withhold my vote. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (when Mr. KEAN'S name was 

called). The present occupant of the chair is paired with the 
senior Senatou from Tenne-ssee [l\I:r. FRAZIE&l. If the Senator 
from Tennessee were present, I would vote "nay." 
- l\fi:. PERKINS (when his name was called). I am paired for 
the day with the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. RAYNER:]~ 
who is unavoidably absent. I withhold my vote. 

l\!r. SMITH of South Carolina (when his name was called). 
I am paired with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr~ 
STEPHENSON]. 

The roll call was-conclmled. 
Ur. CHAMBERLAIN.. I wish: to state that my colleague 

[1\fr. BOURNE] is. paired with the senior Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. CLARKE]. I malre the- announcement for the balance of 
the- :ifternoon. 

~fr. CLAY. l am requested to state that the seniOl! Senator 
from T.ennesse-e [Mr. FRAZIER] is at home sick, and he is paired 
with the- junior Senator from Delaware· [l\fr. RICHARDSON]. If 
the Senato!' from Tennessee were present, he would --vote "yea." 
I will le:t this :mrumncement stand fu1~ the tmlance of the day. 

'l'he PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that the 
Senior Senat-Or from Tennessee. [l\fr. FRAZIEB] is paired. with the 
senior SenB:to:r from New Jersey, the present occupant o:f the 
chail·. 

Mr. CLAY. I was informed tlmt the senior Senator from 
Tennessee was- paired with the junior Senator from Delaware. 
So that he is paired, it does not make any material differen.ce. 

'l'he- result was announced-yeas 31, nays 48, as follows : 

Bacon 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Borah 
Bradley 
Chamberlain 
Clapp 
€lay· 

Crawford' 
Culberson 
Davis 
Dick 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Gore 
ffughes· 

YEAS--31. 
.fohnston, Aia. 
Jones 
M-eCumber 
l\1cLam·in 
Ma.rtini 
Money 
Nelson 
New lands 

NAYS-48. 

Ovei-man 
Shively 
Simmon-s 
Smith,. Md. 
Stone 
Tuliaferrn 
Tillma.n 

or of which leather is the com:gon.ent material of chief value; bat?-ds 
and belting, made of leather, for use on machin~ry; all the foregoing 
shall be· admitted free of duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tfie question is on the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I am not going to· debate this 
amendment at this time. There are some observations that I 
wish to make in support of it later on. I voted a li~le. w~il~ 
since for the amendment offered by the Senator from M1ss1ss1pp1 
[l\Ir. McLAuRIN], not because :r was thoroughly in sympathy 
with it, but because I thought its adoption would strengthen 
the' proposition I am now making. Other Senators here <:a.n 
debate this amendment if they wish. I shall not; but I give 

notice now that if the amendment is defeated in the Committee 
of the Whole, I shall offer it again in the Senate, and then I 
shall have something to say in support of it. 

l\Ir. DANIEL. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator from 
Missouri a question with a view of obtaining an accurate un
derstanding ot· his amendment, as I have it not befope me. 

Mr. STONE. If the Senator will patdon me. I will say that 
if the amendment should be adopted, it would put on the free 
list hides of cattle, leather made from hides of cattle, shoes 
made of leather, harness made of leather,- and bands and belts 
made of leather for use in machinery. 

Mr. DANIEL. I wish to ask the Senator from Missouri why 
it is that he puts: re band or a belt for · a machine on the free 
list and keeps b.ands and belts that go upon the human body, or 
a part of· it. on the tax list? 

l\fr. STONE: I have no objection to all leather bands: or belts 
going on the free list; but when we enter upon a band or a b~lt, 
such as the Senator from Virginia refers to, we are then dea1mg 
with articles of human wearing- a:ppa;rel, an entirely different 
class ef articles which w-0uld bring on a debate upon enttrely 
different lines; ~nd it seemed- to me to be advisable to confine 
the amendment as I have. 

l\Ir. SIMMONS. l\fr. President, I wish to ask the Senator 
from Missouri a question. As I understand, the' committee 
amendment proposes a duty of 15 per cent en hides. That is 
what we are about to vote· on:. - -

MT. STONE. The amendment that I have just. offered, if 
adopted would put hides 011 the fi:ee list. _ 

l\Ir. SIMMONS. But I am speaking about the committee 
amendment, which proposes a duty of 15 per cent on hides. I 
do not understand that the Senator from 1\fissouti proposes to 
put Ieather and shoes on the free list unless bides are put on 
the free list. 

~Ir. STONE. The amendment provides fo.v hi.des gomg on the 
free list. 

l\fr. SIMllONS. I was going. to suggest to. the Sep_ato4 why 
not permit us. t-0 take a. vote on the committee amendment, which 
pron.oses a duty of 15 per cent on hides, and if, as- the result 
of' that vote, hides should be put on the fi·ee list, then offer his 
amendment to put leather, boots,. am1 shoes on the free list? 

'Aldrich 
Beveridge 
Brandegee· 
Briggs 
Bristow 
Brown 
BulkeI:ey 
Burkett 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 

Clark, Wyo. 
Crane 
Cullom 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dilling-ham. 
Dixon 
Dolliver 

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator from Missouri if 
his amendment will not accomplish by one vote what the two 
votes would accomplish, as suggested by the Senator from North 
Carolina? I do. not know that it will, fiut I am asking for 

Frye Owen informatfon. 
&!~~er ~~;ose Mr. ST01>.'E. The amendment proposed by the Finance Oom-

du Pont 
Elkins 
Flint 

Hale Piles mittee in the first line prov.ides that hides of cattle, raw or 
¥efi'!urn N Dak: ~gg-ft pickled shall bear a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem. After the 
L~ F~fi1!ite'. Smith, mcli. word ,: pickled," there is a further provision in the committee 
Lodge Smoot amendment. The amendment offered by me strikes- out all of 
~0{~ii;- ~i~~~~nd the committee a·mendment after the word. "pickled.," so thatr if 
Nixon Warren it should be agreed to, the entire amendment would . be "'hides 
Oliver Wetmore of cattle raw or pickled~ leather made," and so on, shall be 

NOT. VOTING-1"3. free. It' would cover the whole. The proposition is to strike 
Guggenheim Rayner Tayfor out all' of· the committee amendment after the word " pickled" 

~~~;~~Ark. Kean. Richardson and insert in lieu of the matter stricken r~ut what I have sent 
Depew Paynter Smith. S. C. to the desk. 
Frazier Perkins Stephenson n-seems to me that the suggestion or the senior Sena tor from 

so Mr. 1\IcLAURIN's amendment to the amendment of the Texas [Mr. CULBEBSONJ rs correct, and' if we have a yea-and-
committee was rejected. nay vote on tfils amendment at thls time, ft would end the 

1\Ir. STONE. 1\-Ir. President, on yesterday I gave notice of necessity of two yea-antl-nay ·rntes. Ir a majority vote against 
an amendment that I should offer as soon as the amendment it there will be no need' of a yea-and-nay vote on the commit• 
proposed by the Senator from Mississippi [1\I~ MCLAURIN] was t~ amendment, though r really am indifferent as to that. 
disposed. of~ I. now offer the amendment which I send to the Mr~ SIMMONS. The Senator will not understand me as in 
desk. any way indtcating any opposition to the amendment. I wa-s 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by simply· making- the suggestion. 
the Senator from Missouri will be stated. Mr. STONE. I will ask for a yea-and-nay vote on. the amend-

The SECRETARY. It is . pi::oposed to strike out all that part ment, Mr. President. . 
of the Qending ame-ndment after the word "pickled," in the 'I'he--yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
first line, and in lieu o:tl the matter stricken out to insert the to eall the roll. 
following: Mr. GUGGENHEThf (when his name was eaHed).. I again 

Leather made- from the hides of cattle; boots a!ld shoes _ made of am unc-e my pair with the· Senator.· from Kentucky [Mr. 
leather or of which feather is the com{?onent materiel at cliief. v-alne; a: 0 

harne~, saddles, an.d saddlery; finished. or unfinished, made of lea the:, ~AYNTEB-] • 
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Mr. KEAN (when his name was called). As heretofore an
nounced, I am paired with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
FRAZIER]. If at liberty to vote, I should vote "nay." 

Mr. PERKINS (when his name was called). I again an
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
RAYNEit]. . 

Mr. SMITH bf South Carolina (when his name was called). 
I am paired with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
STEPHENSON]. If he were present, I should vote " yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. OVERMAN. I wish to announce that i1' the senior Sen

ato1· from :Maryland [Mr. RAYNER] were present, he would vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 26, nays 48, as follows : 

Bacon . 
Bailey 
Bristow 
Cham lier lain 
Clapp 
Clay 
Crawford 

Aldrich 
Beveridge 
Borah 
Bradley 
Brandegee 
Ilrown 
Bulkeley 
Burkett 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 

YEAS-26. 
Culberson La Follette 
Cummins McLaurin 
Daniel Martin 
Davis Money 
Fletcher Overman 
Gore Owen 
Johnston, .A.la. Shively 

Clark, Wyo. 
Crane 
Cullom 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dillingham 
Dixon 
Dolliver 
du Pont 
ElkillS 
Flint 
Frye 

NAYS-~B. 
Gallinger 
Gamble 
Hale 
Heyburn 
Johnson, N. Dak. 
Jones 
Lodge 
Lorimer 
Mccumber 
McEnery 
Nelson 
Nixon 

NOT VOTING-18. 
Bankhead Foster New lands 

Paynter 
Perkins 
Rayner 
Richardson 

Bourne Frazier 
Bri~gs Gug~enheim 
Clarke, Ark. Hu~hes 
Depew Kean 

Simmons 
Smith, Md. 
Stone 
Taliaferro 
Tillman 

Oliver 
Page 
Penro!e 
Piles 
Root 
Scott 
Smith, Mich. 
Smoot 
Suthedand 
Warner 
Wa..rren 
Wetmore 

Smith, S. C. 
Stephtnson 
traylor 

So Mr. STONE'S amendment 
mittee was rejected. 

to the amendment of the com-

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, before the roll call began 
upon this amendment I had risen to my feet to say only two 
sentences as to how I should vote and why, but was prevented 
from doing so by a circumstance that has occurred only too 
often in this Senate within the last two or three years, and 
something which in the early years, when I was in the Senate, 
was, under my own personal observation, never practiced. Not
withstanding that a Senator was on his feet and the roll call 
had not actually begun, the roll call was commenced and a 
response was made. I think, Mr. President, it would not only 
conduce to that feeling of fairness, which is so essential to the 
proper conduct of our business, but that it would expedite the 
bill itself if a spirit ot toleration in that regard was more prac
ticed under these peculiar. circumstances. 

Mr. President, I felt at first very hospitable to this amend
ment but this case of shoes and boots happens to be one of 
thos~ cases where a very substantial reduction from the rate in 
the existing law has actually been made by the Houise, and is 
one of the few instances where the Finance Committee of the 
Senate have resolved to stand by the reduction of the House. 

The reduction on shoes is fully 40 per cent; and when a re
duction has been made after full consideration by both com
mittees I feel that, unle~s reasons are shown against it, it should 
be sustained. 

There is another reason why I am for a very moderate tar-
iff-and the one that is now fixed by the bill is a moderate 
one· it was 25 per cent before; it is 15 per cent now-and that 
is t:hls curious circumstance, but for which I certainly would 
have been for free shoes and free boots, or,. to speak more ac
curately in favor of putting them on the free list, an<l that is 
that ow! superiority as a boot and shoe manufacturing nation 
has been due to the great competition that has been built up, 
and especially to the use of machines. I understand-and I 
have not heard it disputed-that those machines are not owned, 
but are leased, and that within the last few years, or perhaps 
the last year or two, for the first time in the history of this 
industry since their invention, they are being leased in large 
quantities to the makers of shoes abroad, and that experts to 
teach their shoemakers that same skill now exercised by Amer
ican shoemakers with these machines have been sent there to 
teach the foreign producers the same methods. That being 
true Mr. President, it seems to me that all the facts of the 

·case' justify us in supporting the House reduction, which is 
very considerable-40 per cent-and which the Senate commit
tee ha so wisely sustained, and not to go so far in this critical 
stage of the industry as to put them on the free list altogether. 

I will confess that 10 per cent would have suited me better 
than 15, but yet that ·comes very near splitting hairs~ 

That was all, Mr. President, I had intended to say, and, in
deed, more than I intended to say when I rose to address the 
Senate before I voted. 

Mr. McLA.URIN. Mr. President, as a substitute for the com
mittee amendment, I offer what I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The SECRET.A.BY, As a substitute for the amendment of the 

committee, it is proposed to insert: 
Notwithstanding anything in this bill contained, all shoes, boots 

leather, and hides, when imported into this · country, shall be exempt 
from the paymen.t of a duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senate has just voted upon that propo
sition. 

Mr. McLAURIN. Not exactly. There is this difference: 
The other amendment included belts and harness, and this does 
not. That is the only difference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment ottered by the Senator from Mississippi. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I move to strike out from the 

amendment ottered by the committee the word "fifteen" and 
to insert in lieu thereof the word " ten," so that the duty levied 
will be 10 per cent iniltead of 15 per cent. 

I have listened to the long debate upon this subject with a 
good deal of interest, because I happen to represent in part a 
State which produces more cattle, at least in value, than any 
other State in the Union, and therefore it may be assumed that 
our people are somewhat interested in this matter. I have not 
heard a single word suggested that could lead me-I was about 
to say "or any reasonable man "-to the conclusion that there 
should not be a duty on hides that would not apply with equal 
force to every article or commodity in this bill which we do 
not produce in sufficient quantities for our own m1e; and there 
are a great many such things that fall within the principle, I 
think, of protection. Therefore it seems to me that there ou~ht 
to be a rea~onable duty on hides. Nor have I any doubt what
soever that the producer of hides derives a fair advantage and 
a fair benefit from the increased price which this duty creates. 
But I believe that the whole scale of duties of the Dingley law, 
or substantially all the duties of the Dingley law, were higher 
than they should have been ; and I am from time to time en
deavoring to impress upon the Senate the' duty, as I view it, of 
reducing these taxes. I think the farmer should bear his fair 
share of the reduction. 

We have already reduced the duty on shoes; we have already 
reduced the duty on sole leather; and we have reduced some
what the duties upon other manufactured forms of leather. 

Mr . .ALDRICH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the . Senator from Iowa 

yield to the Senator. from Rhode Island? 
Mr. CUMMINS. I do. 
Mr . .ALDRICH. The Senate has not yet acted either upon the 

duty upon shoes or the duty upon sole leather. The Senator 
is mistaken in that regard. They have been passed over for 
the reason that thos~ duties ought not to be acted upon by the 
Senate until it is decided what duties, if any, shall be placed 
upon hides. · 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I beg the pardon of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island. I have come to be so sure tllat any
thing that the Senator from Rhode Island favors has been or 
will be the action of the Senate that I confused those two 
things; and, being advised by much debate here that there 
either has been or will be reported a reduction of the duty on 
these things, I spoke somewhat hastily and somewhat incor
rectly. But I simply revise my statement, to the effect that I 
know that there will be a reduction of the duty on shoes and 
the duty on leather; and I for one am not going to stand here 
and insist that the producer of hides shall not share in this 
general reduction. Therefore I have made the motion to sub
stitute 10 per cent duty in the stead of 15 per cent duty, and I 
hope that it will receive the favor of the Senate. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Iowa will 
include in his motion the finished products of hides, I shall be 
very glad to vote for the 10 per cent duty on both ; but I shall 
not vote to give the man who makes shoes out of hides a higher 
tariff on his finished product than he pays on the material out 
of which he makes it. 

Of course I understand that there is a kind of argument that 
the shoe represents labor. According to its cost, the shoe does 
not represent as much labor as the hide. It does not represent 
as much investment as the hide; because, it must be remem~ 
bered, that in this day of the general breaking up of the great 
ranches practically all of our cattle, or, at least, a larger part 
of our cattle, are produced on the farm. The farms where 
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those cattle are bred represent a greater investment, aecording 
to the value of the hide, than the factory represents, according 
to the value of the shoe. :lt represents more labor, according to 
value, because there are no machines employed in producing 
the hides, whereas practically all of the work on the shoe is the_ 
work of a machine-operated, it is true, by a man. I shall be 
very glad to take the duty off of any raw material, when I can 
also take it off the finished product. I shall be glad to reduce 
any duty in the bill on a raw material, if I can also make the 
same reduction on the finished product. 

But it is incomprehensible to me why a man . who invests his 
money 1n brick buildings and machines shall have a different 
rate of taxation applied to his products from that which is 
applied to the man wbo invests his money in cattle and land, 
and hires men made out of flesh and blood to attend them 
instead of machines. I hope the Senator from Iowa will couple 
or follow his motion to reduce the duty on hides to 10 per cent 
with a motion to reduce the duty on shoes and all other leather 
products. I will vote even tor that reduction if he will adopt 
the course I mention. 

The people of the United States do not wear hides; they 
wear shoes. They will derive no benefit whatever from a reduc
tion in the duty on hides that is not followed by a reduction in 
the duty on shoes; because, with this 15 per cent duty levied on 
his shoes, the manufacturer will charge just as much as he 
would if he paid 15 :per cent duty on his hides. He will charge 
just as much as he would if he paid no duty on his hides; and 
the 5 per cent reduction on his hides is a pure gratuity that 
amounts annually, under the present importation, to something 
more than $700,000, taken out of the Public Treasury and given 
to the tanners and the shoemakers of this country without any 
compensating reduction in the price of shoes. 

We collected in 1907 something more than $3,000,000 in duties 
on hides, notwithstanding the Treasury ruling which exempted 
a large part of the importations. Of that three million and 
something like one hundred thousand dollars, we remitted in 
drawbacks $900,000, leaving a total net revenue of over $2,200,-
000 in the fiscal year 1907. To reduce that from 15 to 10 per 
cent is simply to give the shoemakers of the country $700,000 a 
year. · 

I do not forget that this bill has also reduced the duty on 
shoes from 25 to 15 per cent. But there can be no good reason 
given why a man shall buy his raw material with a lower rate 
of duty than he has on his finished product; because if he buys 
a hide and pays 15 per cent duty on it, he manufactures that 
hide into a given number of shoes and still has 15 per cent 
duty ·on those shoes. That 15 per cent covers the value of the 
hide, including tariff and original cost, just as it includes all the 
added value that comes through land and through capital and 
through machinery. And thus what he pays in the first place 
be has paid to him in the next place, because this 15 per cent 
duty, as I ha-ve already stated, 1s 15 per cent on the entire 
value of the product-the shoe, as it were. 

Here is your trouble, and it is utterly indefensible and un
avoidable: You charge the shoe manufacturer 10 per cent on 
his hides; and when he takes that 10 per cent duty-paid hide 
and manufactures it into shoes, he has 15 per cent on the shoe. 
That 15 per cent includes the original .cost of the raw material, 
the labor bestowed upon it, the capital invested in it-in other 
words, it covers the entire \alue of the shoe; and that value 
includes the raw material on which he has paid only 10 per 
cent, where you now propose to give him 15 per cent, out of 
the consumer, for the 10 per cent he has paid to the Govern
ment. It is absolutely indefensible. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I entirely agree with the 
conclusions of the Senator from Texas [Mr. BAILEY] in this 
particular case. I have just voted for the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Missouri, which put, or sought to put, 
upon the free list hides, leather, boots, and shoes. With the 
Senator's course of reasoning in the abstract I should be unable 
to always agree. It is sound in this particular instance, because 
I believe that the shoemakers of the United States turn their 
leather into shoes as cheaply as the shoemakers of any coun
try in the world. But I can easily imagine a process of manu
facture in which the difference between the cost of production 
or manufacture here and abroad would not be met by the appli
cation of the duty to the increased cost or price of the finished 
product. It is therefore unnecessary to enter into any discus
sion of that abstract question, for I agree with him with regard 
to boots and shoes. The 10 per cent which is added to the cost 
of the material by this duty and is carried forward into the 
ultimate price of the finished product, in my opinion, amply 
compensates the boot and shoe manufacturer and puts him upon 
a fair equality with his competitors throughout the world. 
Therefore I shall do what I can, in the further progress of this 
matter, to reduce the duty upon boots and shoes to 10 per cent, 

just as it has now been reduced, or proposed to be reduced, to. 
5 per cent upon sole leather. But it seemed to me, in the or
derly progress of the bill, knowing that I would be beaten, 
anyhow, and desiring to preserve a certain sort of consistency, 
that it would be better to limit my amendment to the immediate 
paragraph under consideration. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. _President, of course the Senator from 
Idaho-

Mr. CUMMINS. Iowa; do not charge my brother here with 
any sins that do not belong to him. 

Mr. BAILEY. Neither Senator need resent being taken for 
the other. The Senator from Iowa and I would, of course, view 
this or any similar question from different standpoints. As a 
consistent Republican, the Senator would of course take into 
consideration the difference of the labor cost, and he would 
supply that difference by a tariff~ I did not have that phase 
of the matter in my mind, nor is it applicable to this, because 
whatever may be the difference in the labor cost, if you take the 
ad valorem and apply it from the ground up, it equalizes it al1. 
In other words, if the manufacturer takes a hide worth $3 and 
manufactures it into 30 pairs of shoes, he has his ad valorem 
followed from the hide to the shoe; and, of course, whatever 
value he adds to the hide in the process of manufacture he finds 
represented in the ad valorem duty. Whether a given ad 
valorem is sufficient to cover the difference in the labor cost be
tween this and other countries might be important to Senators 
holding the view of the Senator from Iowa; but even if that is 
important, still common justice and fair dealing require that 
the manufacturer shall pay the same duty on his raw material 
that he receives back on his finished product. 

In other words, Mr. President, I will illustrate my point in 
this way: Take the case of wool, which the manufacturer im
ports free of duty. He manufactures it into woolen goods, on 
which, we will say, there is a duty of 50 per cent. That GO per 
cent is expressed on the total value of the woolen cloth. That 
total value of the woolen cloth is made up by the cost of the 
wool, by the labor cost, and by a fair return upon the capital 
invested. Obviously, therefore, the woolen manufacturer has 
50 per cent on the wool, the original value, as well as 50 per 
cent on all the value that he adds by fabricating the wool into 
woolen goods. Yet, according to this free raw material doctrine, 
this manufacturer, who pays nothing on the wool when he im
ports it, is given the benefit of a 50 per cent duty on it when 
he sells it. Or, in other words, if a farmer sells his wool to 
the manufacturer without any duty and then buys the manu
facturer's woolen goods, he pays a 50 per cent bounty on wool 
which the manufacturer bought from him without the payment 
of a farthing. 

As long as we must levy duties to raise money to support the 
Government, let us levy them justly and equally. Let us say 
to the woolen manufacturer and to the shoe manufacturer, "The 
same duty that you pay on your raw materials you shall have 
on your finished product." And let us say to the man who sells 
shoes, hides, wool, and other raw material, "When you buy 
back your raw material in the shape of a finished product, you 
shall pay no more to the manufacturer than he paid to you." 

That is the way to minimize and equalize the unavoidable 
and regrettable incidents of protection; and that is the only way 
in this world that it can be done. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I can very readily see how 
the Senator from Texas reaches his conclusion, and it is in 
entire harmony with his economic belief. But from the stand
point of one who believes in equalizing the cost of production 
here and abroad, his argument fails at this point; and I think 
I can very easily point out to him and to the Senate why. 

We will assume for the moment that 10 per cent equalizes the 
domestic cattle raiser with his competitor in South America. 
There is, of course, no parallel between the conditions which 
surround the cattle raisers of those two countries and the con
ditions which might surround the boot and shoe manufacturers 
of the United States and Great Britain. ' 

I want the Senator from Texas to hear what I have to say, . 
and therefore I will suspend. 

Mr. BAILEY. · I hear the Senator. 
Mr. CUMMINS. I hope to convert him. 
The boot and shoe manufacturer of the United States buys 

the hide-the finished product of the cattle raiser-and pays 
10 per cent more than he would otherwise pay by reason of 
the imposition of the duty. If it were true that 10 per cent 
upon the process of reducing hides into shoes would measure 
the difference between the cost of doing that work in the United 
States and in Great Britain or Germany or Franc~, the argument 
of the Senator from Texas would be unanswerable, namely, 
that the 10 per cent ad valorem, carried through the addi tional 
cost of manufacture, would completely protect the American 
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boot and shoe manufacturers. But assume for a moment-and But I believe I state the feeling of the tanners at this moment 
it is a purely hypothetical case, because it is not here at the when I say that they would just as soon ha Ye .a duty of 15 per 
pTesent moment-that the difference between the cost of mak- cent as 10 per cent. We have either got to girn the tanner a 
ing leatheT into shoes in the United States is 50 per cent higher free, fair field, without handicap, that he may compete with 
than in Great Britain or any other competing country. Then that great monopoly, ~.f you may so call it-the beef trust--or he 
the 10 per cent added to the cost of the material would not has got to go to work for and turn his business OT"er to them and 
equalize the American ma.nufa.cturer with his competitor across do business for them. 
the sea . That must be perfectly obvious. So I want to say to the Senator from Iowa that, in my judg-

I understand how inconclusive that would .be with anyone ment, he is doing no favor to the g1·eat industry for which I 
who believed simply in levying duties for the purpose of pro~ have spoken, the tanning industry, by suggesting a reduction 
ducing revenue; but from the standpoint of the protectionist from 15 to 10 per cent -
it seems to me that the argument is sound. Mr. BAILEY." I should like to ask the Senator from Ver-

In this particular case I repeat that I do not believe that mont if I understood him to make the argument that this is 
it costs us any more to make shoes. or as much to make shoes, an effort to relieve the tanners of the country from the opera
as it does our competitors elsewhere, and therefore I think tions of a trust? 
10 per cent duty would be abundant pTotection to the boot and Mr. President, perhaps I would agree to relieve them if the 
shoe manufacturers. I know enough about the spirit that pre- Senntor from Vermont and his friends will agree to relieve 
vails in the Senate--! have heard enough suggested from time the balance of the people from the operation of other and 
to time in an informal way-to be sure that if the duty on greater trusts. In other words, I will vote to put hides on the 
hides is reduced to 10 per cent the duty on shoes will a1so be free list, and everything made out of them, if you will join 
reduced to 10 per cent. And therefore I hope that no one who me in putting steel products of every kind on the free list. I 
belieT"es in a fair reduction of duties, as we reach those duties, can not understand why one class is to be reJieved from the 
will be prevented from voting for my motion on that account, operation of a trust any more than another class. As to the 
for I can -not, without offering a substitute for the entire amend- Senator's statement that the tanners will have to go to work 
ment, include in it other forms or any forms of manufactured unless we give them free hides, I think it is a good deal better 
leather. that the tanners should go to work for themselves than to make 
. Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, if I had any reasonable ex- the balance of us work for them. 
pecfation that the duty on shoes would be reduced to 10 per Mr. CUl\Il\IINS. Mr. President, I intended when I was on 
cent, I should very cheerfully vote to reduce the duty on hides. my feet before to refer to the suggestion I heard the Senator 

l\fr. ALDRICH. l\1r. President, I can assure the Senator, I from Vermont make, for I listened with not only interest, but 
think, that no protectionist Senator will vote to reduce the duty great pleasure, to his very delightful and instructive speech. 
on shoes to 10 per cent ad valorem, especially with a duty oi There is one point of view, however, which he did not assume 
::J,O per cent on hides. through his entire discourse. He seemed to think that we were 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Iowa has just declared that here for the purpose of checking the ravages of the beef trust 
leather can be converted into shoes as cheaply in this country und to sustain the languishing energies of the tanner. I believe 
a.s in any other, and I think that is true. Therefore that ag- with him that the packers will annihilate the tanners. I have 
gravates the equality. That does not even give a protectionist- no doubt about it, for they haye an adT"antage which it is im
I mean a moderate protectionist-ground to stand on. possible for the independent or the trust tanner to acquire, for 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I think the Senator from they have access naturally to the hides of the country. 
Texas will agree with me that the Senator from Iowa has not But I ha-ve not attempted during the course of this debate to 
~t all times represented the views of this side of the Chamber. settle the trust question by attaching or refusing to attach tariff 

Mr. BAILEY. Well, I think more is the pity. I think that duties. I know, and the Senator from Vermont knows, that 
the country would have been ~omewhat better off if the more nearly every important field of industry in the United States
moderate views of the Senator from Iowa had prevailed. Un- possibly I am stating it a little .strong, but I am certainly 
dersta.nd, Mr. President, I have small choice between evils, but within the limits, ap.d very conservatively, when I say that a 
r still take the lesser evil whenever I am forced to choose. majority of all the fields of industry are occupied by just such 
And as between· high protection, as represented by the chair- dominant and controlling and overwhelming power as the beef 
man of the Finance Committee-and he is the embodiment of packers now occupy with regard to hides. We will be · com
the high-protection idea in this country-and the more moderate pelled to find some other way of dealing with the beef trust. I 
protection of the Senator from Iowa, I would take the moderate h-0pe it will be found. _But this duty, if it is due at all to any
protection of the Senator from Iowa as approaching more body, is due for the benefit and advantage of the farmer--
nearly to my own view. Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me? 

Mr. HALE. l\fr. President-- Mr. CUMMINS. Because it adds something to the price of 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa his product, I look at it squarely and fairly. I allow no mist 

yield to the Senator from Maine? to obscure my vision with regard to that. It is being asked 
Mr. CUMMINS. I do. simply to add to the price of a thing that he has to sell. 
J.\fr. HALE, In line with the thought just suggested by the The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 

Senator from Rhode Island, I wish to say that one reason why yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
I will yote for the duty on hides as a part of the great policy l\fr. CUMMINS. I do. 
of protection of home industries is that I will with equal satis- :Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just for one or two questions, and those 
faction and earnestness oppose the reduction of the duty on brief ones. 
boots and shoes. The Senator from Idaho this afternoon said, in answer to a 
· I do not agree in any way with the sentiment that you will question from me, that the packers fix the price of hides. That 
giye free hides and follow that up by cutting down the duty is true, is it not? 
on boots and shoes, which are an advanced stage, a manufacture Mr. CUMMINS. I do not know, Mr. President. 
involving labor, involving in my State great industries. While Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think it is generally conceded that they 
I will vote for the duty on hides, I will as earnestly and help- do. If they do-
fully as in me lies oppose any reduction of the duty on boots . Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator is not referring to me? 
and shoes, the finished product. Mr. BEVERIDGE. I refer to you. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is tantamount to a notice that if I help Mr .. HEYBURN. I did not make any such statement. • 
to reduce the duty on hides to 10 per cent the Republican ma- Mr. CUMMINS. I will answer further: If they do not now, 
jority will still maintain the duty on boots and shoes at 15 , I have no doubt they so-on will. 
per cent. I arri ready now to not only give a bounty of 15 per Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well; if they do, or if they will, 
cent to the shoe manufacturer and supplement that by taking 5 then they pay no more to the farmer or cattle raiser for the 
per cent off of what they now have to pay to the Government. hides than they have to pay. Is not that true? 

JI.Ir. PAGE. 1\lr. President, just one word. I think that the Mr. CUMMINS. I do not accept th-at statement as broadly · 
tanners have come here to the Senate asking for relief upon the as the Senator from Indiana puts it. I think even in the case 
theory that the Armours and Swifts and the other great pro- of a monopoly the price the monopoly is willing to pay is grad
ducers of beef are about to depart, or have departed, from their uated somewhat by the price at which the monopoly can sell. 
legitimate business and have entered upon the business of buying l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. But naturally a monopoly or everybody 
hides and making leather, and that they are soon, in all proba- else gets it just as cheap as it can. I ·understood the Senator 

. bility, to reach that point where they will control such a large the other day, in the course of his Yery lucid address, to lay 
percentage of the hides of the country that the independent down two principles under which the tariff might be added to 

' tanner will be forced out of business unless we relieve him. the price, and only two. One was where we did not produce 
we can relieve him by saying that he can have the markets of enough for ouxselves, and the other was where there was a 

· the world to go to. -=-=~mblnation controlling the price. 
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Mr. CUl\UHNS. You are quite right there. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Now, then, does not that exist in this 

case in both instances in the case of hides; and, on the con
trary, is there not an entire absence of _either of these elements 
in the case of the manufacture of shoes? In.. the case of shoes 
the competition is very strong. The competition between them 
pre-vents the tariff from being added to the price of shoes, 
whereas it is added in the price that the packer pays the 
farmer for the hides and to the price which the farmer him
self can get for the hides. 

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Indiana--
Mr. BAILEY. If the tariff is not added to the price of shoes, 

then why leave it on? The fact that the shoemakers want it 
left on is proof that they know they are going to collect it from 
the people. . 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That involves the whole theory of the 
protective principle, which is, as stated from Hamilton up to 
now, that a duty is not necessarily added to the price; but, on 
the contrary, it may reduce the price by creating so much of 
the industry here that competition here will reduce the price. 
But where there is a combination or where, as in the case of 
hides, we do not produce enough for our own supply, then it 
may be added. 

Mr. TILLMAN. .Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 

yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 
Mr. CUMMINS. I do. 
Mr. TILLMAN. I wish to ask the Senator from Rhode Island 

a question. There is a reduction in this bill on shoes from 25 
per cent to 15 per cent. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The bill as it came from the House-
Mr. TILLMAN. I say the Senate committee accepted that. 
Mr. ALDRICH. The Senate committee has not acted on that. 

We are waiting to see what would happen about the duties on 
hides, and then will report some proposition to the Senate for 
a duty on shoes and upon the products of leather. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If there is no change in the duty on hides 
and it is maintained at 15 per cent, is it the purpose of the com
mittee to put the duty on shoes back to 25 per cent? 

Mr. ALDRICH. In the House hides were put on the free 
list arid the duty on sole leather was reduced to 5 per cent ad 
valorem, it now being 15 per cent. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Has not the Senator kept hides on the 
free list thus far in the bill? 

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to hear what is going on over 
there. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I did not finish my inquiry of the Senator 
from Rhode Island. It is this: If we are going to have a re
duction of 10 per cent-from 25 per cent to 15 per cent~n 
shoes, why can we not agree to have a reduction on hides from 
15 per cent to 10 per cent? That is about a relative reduction. 

Mr. HALE. Suppose. the Senator puts it the other way. 
Mr. TILLMAN. I never can see the other way. I am in

capable of seeing it that way. 
Mr. HALE. Suppose the Senator puts it the other way, that 

if we put a duty on hides of 15 per cent--
Mr. TILLMAN. There is already a duty on hides of 15 per 

cent, and · if that is just, then the compensating duty on shoes 
of 20 per cent ought to remain, according to the Senator's 
theory. 

Mr. HALE. ·Let me finish my sentence. If we put a duty on 
hides, thereby changing the action of the House, which made 
hides free, then we naturally will protect boots and shoes and 
restore the old rate, because it follows that the one goes with 
the other. That is why I take it that the Senator in charge of 
the bill, the chairman· of the committee, stated that the com
mittee has not fixed its action and recommendation upon boots 
and shoes, the finished product, because the Senate has not yet 
determined what it will do on the raw material, the hides. The 
one will follow the other. 

Mr. TILLl\IAN. Suppose by accident the Senate should put 
hides on the free list. What would then happen? 

Mr. HALE. Suppose it does not. 
Mr. TILLMAN. I just wanted to know what was the Sena

tor's idea. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. CUMMINS. I will yield to the Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Maine said a moment 

ago he was going to vote for a duty on hides, although the 
industry of his State would like to have free hides. It is stated 
that if we vote a duty on hides, then there ought to be fill 
increased differential upon shoes; that is to say, if we retain 
the present duty on hides as it is, at 15 per cent, then we ought 

not to stand by the House reduction on shoes, but ought to 
increase it to what the present duty is on shoes, 25 per cent. 
So that is the basis for .the action. · 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from South Carolina evidently 
misunderstood the situation. When the Senate committee re
ported the bill to the Senate they stated they had not acted 
upon the question of what duty should be placed on hides, if 
any, and they also stated when we reached the leather sched
ule that that ought to be passed over until the Senate decided 
whether they would put a duty on hides or not. The House bill 
put hides on the free list, put sole leather at 5 per cent ad 
valorem, and put shoes at 15 per cent ad valorem. Now, if we 
restore the duty upon hides at 15 per cent or reduce it to 10 
per cent, then the question will arise, propei·ly, whether we 
shall keep the duty on shoes at 15 per cent or increase it; 
that is, what would be a proper relation between the two duties. 
I am sure if we put a duty on h,ides the duty on sole leather 
ought to be increased. It is now 15 per cent, and was reduced 
by the House to 5 per cent with free hides. 

Of course, all these leather paragraphs depend more or less 
upon what is done with hides, as being the basis of raw material. 

It ~eems to be a favorite assumption here that the duty on 
shoes ought to be reduced anyhow. The boot and shoe interest 
which is a very large interest in the country, seem to be suffer: 
ing between the people who want a duty on hides and the peo
ple who do not want a duty on hides. It looks to me very much 
as though they were liable to be slaughtered in the house of their 
friends by the advocacy on this fioor of Senators for free hides. 

Mr. BAILEY. They are responsible for that. They said 
themselves they did not need any duty on shoes. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I have never heard that said, and I want 
to put in the RECORD, when I can, when I get the fioor--

Mr. CUMMINS. Before the Senator from Rhode Island sits 
down I want to ask him a question. It is substantially under
stood, is it not, by members of the committee that if the duty 
on hides is restored to 15 per cent, the duty on shoes shall be 
restored to 25 per cent; and if we have free hides, then the duty 
on shoes would be reduced to 15 per cent? 

Mr. ALDRICH. That question has never been considered by 
the committee. I think it will be considered the minute this 
matter is disposed of one way or the other. Then the com
mittee will take up the question as to what ought to be the 
relative duty upon leather or upon boots and shoes. 

Mr. CUMMINS. If we reduce the duty on hides to 10 per 
cent, we might be able to adopt the duty on shoes as reported 
by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. At 15 per cent. 
:Mr . .ALDRICH. I do not think that would follow. I will 

say to the Senator from Iowa that the committee considered 
this question of the duty on hides very carefully. We heard 
the representatives of the boot and shoe people and of the tan
ners and of the farmers, who are interested in maintainin ... the 
duty on hides. The committee decided, as protectionists 

0 
that 

we ought to look out for. the interests of the cattle rais~rs of 
Iowa and of the other States, and we believed if any duty was 
to be put on hides at all that 15 per cent was not too Mgh 
That seems to me perfectly plain. It is a revenue duty. It i~ 
no~ a high duty at all. If as a matter of policy we ought to 
put hides on the free list, that is one thing; but if we are ... oing 
to give protection to the men who raise the cattle in va~·ious 
parts of the country, I think the revenue duty, or the protection 
duty-whatever you call it-of 15 per cent is not too high. 
That is the view of the committee. What may be done beyond 
that--

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask the Senator a question? 
Mr. ALDRICH Certainly. . 
Mr. BEVERIDGE.· The question is this: Is it, then, to be 

understood that the view of the chairman of the Finance Com
mittee that if a duty of 15 per cent should be put on hides 
which is the existing duty, therefore, when it comes to shoe~ 
and products of hides, the rate should be raised to 25 per cent? 
Is that where we are coming to? 

Mr. ALDRICH. I have already stated that the committee 
have not considered that question. I hold in my hand a let
ter--

Mr. CUMMINS. I hope-
Mr. ALDRICH. I will make a statement in my own time. 
Mr. CUMMINS. 'l'hen I should like to hear what the Senator 

from Rhode Island bas to say in regard to hides. I want to 
protect the farmer. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 

yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. CUMMINS. I see both Senators from Oklahoma on 

their feet. Which one? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The junior Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. OUMl\IINS. I yield to the j_unior Senntor from Okla
homa. 

l\fr. GORE. The Senator from Rhode Island has just stated 
that he has not heard anyone say that he was willing that 
boots and shoes should go on the free list. I think that I have 
here such a statement coming from Governor Douglas, of Mas
sachusetts, in a personal letter written to me on the 7th of 
April last. I think there have been no new .inventions of ma
chinery since that time. I send the letter to the desk and ask 
that the marked portion be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre
tary will read as requested. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Wil1 the Senator from Oklahoma defer the 
reading of the letter until I have :finished? 

Mr. GORE. r will of course observe the wishes of the Sena
tor from Iowa, but I think it should follow the statement of 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Is it an extract of some length 'l 
Mr. GORE. No, sir; it is V"ery brief. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre

tary will read as· requested. 
· The Secretary read as follows : 

I might say in a few words that I have seen no reason since those. 
speeches were made to change my position in the slightest.. Olli the 
contrary I am more strongly convinced now than ever before on those 
subjects.' We have more competition among manufacturers o:f boots and 
shoes in our own country than we could possibly have at the hands of 
foreign competitors. r am strongly of the opinion that a tariff on boots and. shoes with: 
the idea of " protection." is a :farce in every respect. Give us free_ 
hides and free sole leather, and we will capture the markets of the 
whole world for our boots and shoes. 

l\fr: CUi\Il\ITNS. l\Ir. President, I now recur to the suggestion 
made to the Senator :from Rhode Island [Mr~ ALDRIOH} with re
gard to the due measure of protection for the farmers of my 
state. r reiterate what I said the other day,. that the farmers 
receive very little direct benefit from protection, but they do 
receive vast benefits indirectly. The duty on hides is one of the 
instances and one of the few instances, in which they receive a 
direct be~e:fit, in my opinion. It is only a question with respect 
to tne extent to which they ought to ask the Government of the 
United States to increase the value of their product by leVYing 
a duty upon it I will not stcwd here to ask for the farmers of 
my State what I am unwilling to grant to the manufacturers of 
another State. I believe they are sufficiently protected in a duty 
levied upon the imports of animals, a duty levied upon every 
product of their animals, and a duty of 10 per cent levied upon 
their hides. I think that if the affairs of the fa.rmeFs in this 
country were examined, it would be found that they are and 
have been fairly prosperous. They are not the mendicants of 
the earth and they rarely appeal for aid. 
Furthe~more, if r know anything about ~eir temper, t~ey are 

willing that their duties shall be lowered m harmony with the 
general plan that I supposed we were here to carry out. It is 
for that reason-and not because I do not believe they are en
titled to a duty, for I do-that I shall vote for a duty on hides. 
When it comes to a question of free hides and taxed leather 
and shoes I intend to Tote for a duty on hides; but I could 
not contey{t myself to allow that time to come without express
ing fairly and openly the opinion that, in my judgment, a duty 
of 10 per cent is sufficient to give them the advantage to which 
they are fairly entitled; but when we go but a step further, I 
intend to do whatsoever I can to see that the duties on shoes 
and upon Ieathe-r are not advanced beyond a rational and rea
sonable point. I may fail. I have failed a good many times 
as we have passed along through these scheQ.ules, but that does 
not in the least dismay me. Therefore T have offered this 
amendment to reduce the duty to 10 per cent. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, a good deal of talk-I was 
about to say •• 1oose talk,'' ·but I think I shall not use that ex
pression-about the putting of hides and of the products of 
leather upon the free list has been indulged in by Senators on 
both sides. I take it for granted that the Senate is not going 
to do either of those things . . I assume that. 

I stated that I knew of no boot and shoe manufacturer who 
was desirous of having boots and shoes put upon the :free list. 
The Senator :from Oklahoma [Mr. GORE] sent to the desk a 
letter from an ex-governor of Massachusetts, who states that 
if hides and leather were put upon the free list, he would be in 
favor of shoes being put on the free list. It is not likely that 
hides and leather will be pui · on the free list. So Governor 
Douglas's suggestion will not be carried out. It is possible that 
there may be one manufacturer in a great number who, if cer
tain impossible conditions were secured, would agree to having 

boots and shoes put upon the :free list, but that the boot and 
shoe manufacturers of the United States are willing to go into 
a compact with anybody for the purpose of destroying any other 
industry, and that they would consent to put boots and shoes 
upon. the :free list,.. I do not believe. To show that that is not so 
as to most of them, I ask that a letter which I send to the desk 
may be read. It is somewhat long, but it is a good. letter and 
I should like to have all of our friends who contemplat~ the 
putting of these articles upon the :free list give some attention 
to it, so that they may discover where they are going. 

The PRESIDING ·OFFICER. iWithout objection, the Secre
. tary will read. as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows : 
N.ATIONAL BOOT AND- SHOE MANUFACTURERS' 

ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED ST.A.TES

To the Senators of the United States: 
President's O{fice. 

I would consider myself derelict in my duty as the official representa
tive of one of the- largest industries of the United States if I did not 
again call your attention to the great jeopardy in which the boot and 
shoe industry of the United States would be placed if a. reduction be 
made in the tariff on shoes and the tariff on hides retained. 

If only to secure revenue be the object of the tariff laws of the 
United States, then that object will be achieved,--unquestionably 
achieved-by the lowering of the duty on shoes and retaining the duty 
on hides. The reason is very obvious. The reduced tariff on shoes 
viz, 15 per cent, would not cover the difference in wages paid by the 
American shoe manufacturer over the foreign, and the American manu
facturers would still be handicapped by the tariff on hides. Accord
~~ly ~~;k~i.reign shoe manufacturer would and could exploit the Ameri-

I again make- the-statement that the wages paid by the- foreign manu
facturer will not average 50 per cent of the wages paid by the Ameri
can shoe manufacturer for the same grade of shoe. In other .words 
the American shoe manufacturer is payinlf more than twice the wa~ 
paid by the foreign manufacturer for similar work, and the efficiency 
·of the foreign workman is almost equal to that of the American. · 

That my fears are not groundless for the future of the American 
shoe manufacturing industry if a r eduction be made in the taritr on 
shoes without some compensatory reduction on ~·aw materials, I submit 
the following, taken from No. 3499 of the Daily Consular and Trade 
Reports, published by the Department of Commerce and Lab-0x Bureau 
of Manufactures, under date of Saturday, June 5, 1909 : ' 
mtFURT SHOE INDUSTRY--GEIULL'f ?iIANUFACTURERS WILL SEEK AMERICAN 

TRADE. 

Consul Will L. Lowrie writes that three of the largest German shoe
manufacturing establishments in Erfurt are now in charge of experts 
from the United States. He also tells of their industrial operations · 

All these factories are producing American-shaped shoes which are 
meeting with ready sale in Germany. Certainly one, and Perhaps all 
of these concerns will make a display a.t the forthcoming shoe exposi~ 
tion in Boston (in September, 1909) and will try to secUI·e a foothold 
in the American market. 

The average wages paid are shown in the following table:· 
Olass of employees, 

Female.s ~ Average weekly wages. 
Apprentices----------------------------------- .$1. 42 to $1. 90 
Closers on----------------------------- 3, 33 to 3. 57 
Sewers------------·-------------------- <> 4. 28 

:Males: 
Apprentices-----------------------------~-- 1. 42 to 2. 85 
Upper cutters (hand>-------·------------------ 5. 23 ta 6. 42 
Upper cutters. (machine)-------------·--------- 6. 42 to 7. 14 

Machine hands: - · 
Edge trimmers-------------------------~------
Heel trimmerS-------------------·-----

~~ffo~tf!1~~ers.=.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-:.=-.=-=:.=-.=-.=-:=:=-:=-:.=-:=-:== 
Die cutters------------------------------------
Eyeleting hands----------------------------
Heel builders------------------------------

G. 42 to 7. U 
6. 42 to 7. 14 
6. 42 to 7.14 
4-28 to 4. 76 

.. 5. 71 

.. 7.14 
4. 76 to 5. 71 

As against the wages therein noted I will not offer any sta.temen,t, 
but would ask the Senators to secure from the statistics obtainable, or 
from their constituents, shoe manufacturers, the average· wages pa.id 
in America, for comparison with those above set forth. 

It can therefore readily be appreciated that the only balance which 
could be resorted to for the protection of the industry would be the 
reduction of the wages of the American shoemaker. Let us hope 
that this exigency may not occur. Let our tariff legislative policy 
continue as in the past, protective to American workmen. 

Yours, truly, 
;r OHN Il. HAN.A.... ..... 
SOL WILE, Secretary. 

JUNl'J 8, 1909. 
l\1r. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the Committee on Finance 

reported in favor of a duty on hides. They are in favo1· of a 
reasonable duty upon boots and shoes, upon leather, and upon 
every other article produced in the United States; and they have 
no sympathy whatever with this battle between different indus
tries, one trying to put the materials of the other upon the free 
list or trying to reduce the duties unduly upon any of these 
articles. 

I hope there will be no continuance of this battle between pro
tectionists to see which will get the better of the other upon 
any of these propositions. We ought to give fair and decent 
treatment to them all; and that is what the committee has tried 
to do in their recommendations. 
· l\fr. OWE:N obtained the floor. 

"Average. 

\ 
I 



1909. .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA.TR 3661 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask the ;Senator from Rhode .Is

land a question before he takes his seat? 
Tb.e PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator !from Okla

homa yield to the '.Senator from Indiana 'l 
:Mr. OWEN. Certainly. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I believe I heard the Senator from Rhode 

Island say that he was in favor of putting a protective duty 
upon everything produced in the United States. Is it not true 
that the Senator has left binding twine on the free list in this 
bill; and is not that produeed rn the United States 1 

Mr. ALDRl'CH. Mr. President, there are certain anomalies 
in this bill and in ~n-ei-y other tariff bill for which neither the 
Sena.tor from Indiana nor myself are responsible. I have never 
yet been .able to vote for a bill or help construct a bill that di{i 
not have some things in it of which I did not approve. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. i ·do not complain of that, but I merely 
wanted to ·point -0ut to the Senator that if it be true that he 
ha.s ·evidently Jett binding twine, whei·e I think it should be, on 
the free list, then he w.as not accurate when he said he pro
posed to put a protectiv.e duty ·on ·everything produced in the 
United States. Here is the whole free list with many things .so 
produced. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator probably ·did not understand 
my remarks, or, in any event, did not appreciate them. I say
nnd I will r.epeat it, if the Senator .desires to have me-that 
there are things in this bill which I do not approve o~, and I 
_presume th&e will be when it becomes a law. I ima.gine there 
will be some things, when the Sena tor from Indiana fin.ally 
votes for it, that he will not approve of-I judge so from bis 
remarks in the past-but neither he nor I can construct a tariff 
:bill that will not have some items in it which do not meet with 
universal approval 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I did not intend to interrupt the Sena
tor except fo say--

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I believe I .have the f:loor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 

is entitled to the floor. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator pennit me just a mo-

ment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla

homa yield further to the Senator from Indiana? 
. Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Rhode Island will find 
it in the .RECORD that he said he proposed to put a duty on 
eve1-ything produced in the United States. The free list which 
he reported and proposes to support-contains many things which 
we produce in the United States · and upon which he does 
not _propose to put a proteetive-:tariff duty. So tnat the state
ment which he first made, and which is in the RECORD, is not 
.q.uite .accurate. I do not complain of the Senator for that, but 
I merely called attention to the exceptions. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, there a1·e many things put 
upon the free list--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
is entitled to the f:loor. Does he yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island 1 

M1".. OWEN. I yield to ihe Senator from Rhode Island. 
.Mr. ALDRICH. In every tariff bill there are put upon the 

free list many things not produced in the United States, but 
which are used by our manufacturers or by our consumers, 
which free traders and protectionists alike agree ought to be -0n 
the free list. There is no question about that at all. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does everybody agree on binding twine? 
Mr. ALDRICH. There is one article which the Senator says 

is on the free list, which is a manufactured article, and ihere 
may be -others, but they are very few in number. There may 
be some articles that will be put by the Senate :upon the free 
list before we get through with the bill, but that does not 
change the character of the bill at all and does .not change my 
.statement as to the principle which governed the committee in 
the construction of this bill. If the Senator will follow the 
action of the committee carefully, intelligently, and industri
ously, he will find that that principle has governed. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE, In just turning over the pages of the 
bill at random I find that bolting elotlit is on the free list, .and 
it is produced in the United States. 

.Mr. OWEN. I decline to yield further, Mr~ .President. 
Mr. ALDRICH. It is not produced in the United States and 

has never been. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I find on the tree list hair of the herse. 

That is produced in the United States. 
.Mr. OWEN. I decline to yield further. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator fr.om Oklahoma 

has the tloor. He declines to yield further. 

Mr. ·OW.EN. Mr. Hresident, ex-Governor Douglas is -0ne of 
the greatest shoe manufaeturei:s in the world. He says, in a 
public article relative to this matter., in the Nati-0nal Monthly; 

I am not afraid ·.of ftee sboes if I can lmve free hides and free leather. 
I would ~ladly swap any d<rnbtful benefit from the duty on shoes for 
the certam benelits o-f free hides and 'leather. 

I do not :wiSh to detain the Senate .at this late h-0ur. The 
matter has been the subject <Of prolonged debate. If I believed 
that it would yield -any su.bst-antia1 benefit to the cattlemen of 
.this country to pla-ce this duty upon hides, I should support it. 
I .do not believe :anything of the kind ; and while I do not think 
that these -great menopolies can be altogether controlled by 
tariff schedules, I do believe that competition can be promoted 
-by making many ·of these articles free. 
Mr~ FLINT. Mr. P1·esident--
.The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla

homa yield to the Sena.tor from California ? 
Mr. OW.EN. I yield . to the Senator from California. 
Mr. FLINT . .I simply wish to ask the Sena.tor a question. 

I judge from the .statement h-e has read from the letter of Gov
ernor Douglas that "Mr. Douglas, who is a -very large shoe manu
facturer, is of the -0pini-on that, if w-e made the duty 10 per cent 
on hi.des, we sholllil not m.ake it any greater on shoes. That 
would be, I understand, .his position.. · He is a very large manu
facturer, as I bave said, and from his statement I judge, if we 
have fre.e hides, that he would be willing to have free shoes, 
and that if we had a 1.0 per cent duty on hides, he would be 
willing to accept a 10 per cent duty on shoes. 

Mr. OWEN. I have no authority to speak for Governor 
Douglas. I will let him speak for himself, and will ask that 
his statement go into the .RECORD. 

Mr • .ALDRICH. May I ask the Senator from Oklahoma ·a 
question? 

Mr. OWEN. Certainly. 
Mr. ALDRICH. The .Senator seems to speak with authority 

for one of the shoe manufaeturers. Oa.n he tell us whether the 
tanners, who seem to be th-e principal peopl-e interested upon 
one side of tills question., are willing to h.ave leather put upon 
the free list? 

1\1.r. OWEN. Mr. President, in answer to the Senator from 
Rhode Island, in the fu--st place, I deny that I speak for any 
manufacturer, but I offer to let the manufacturer speak fo1· 
himself. I ask that th-e article from which I read be printed 
in the RECORD. I do not ea.re to have .it read, but should merely 
like to have it go into the RECORD. I do not think it would 
change a v-ote one way or the other if it were read · and I do 
not tllink it is necessary to take the time of the Se~te to have 
it read in full. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re·
quest of the Senator from Oklahoma? The Chair hears none. 

The matter referred to is as follows : 
[From National Monthly, June, 1909.J 

IS .THE BEEF '!'RUST ~~~ ~~ G~;:L~~~~T~~~~-MA1WFACTURING IN-

By ex-Governor W. L. Douglas, of Massachusetts. 
The boot .an-0 shoe manUfacturers of this country are facin"' a crisis 

even gl'ealer than many of them realize. 
0 

Under P.resent conditions-that is, with present duties on hides and 
leather-it does not take a prophet Ito foretell in a general way what 
will happen. The logic of tariff events has already p-roceeded far enouah 
to indicate clearly the goal toward which we are rapidly traveurf 
This is no less than a gigantic trust controlling the beef packing Ieath;1: 
tanning, and shoe-manufacturing industries of this .country. ' 

This trust will, of course, be built around the present beef trust 
Such a trust is inevitable, providing the prese.nt duty -0f 15 per. cent 

remains on hides. The advantage given by this d-uty to the beef trust 
as the original owner of hides, is so great that cGmpetiti-On with it wrri 
be hopeless as soon as it can establish itself in the leather-tanning .and 
shoe-manufacturing industries. 

Under the monopolistic influence of the tariff on hides, the beef pack· 
ers' trust has already made great headway. It now eGntrols directly 
about 55 per cent of .the hides of this -country. Indirectly, it is reason
ably certain that it controls a large part of the 45 per cent of hides 
which it does not take olI of cattle. To make its monopoly of the raw 
material of leather -stlll more complete, it has recently gone into the 
·hide-buying business. Thus the independent tanner is left with ouly 
.a· very restricted supply 'Of raw material. If he could buy foreign bides 
without the payment of the ll.5 per cent duty, he would have some 
chance to ·compete with the packer tanners and the price of leather 
would be more likely to be reasonable. There is, however, no certainty 
of fair and reasonable prices for leather unless both hides and leather 
are put on the free list. The beef packers' monopely bas already gone 
.so far that it is onl;y a question of a very short time when free hides, 
without free leather, would be of little or no avail to shoe manufac
turers and -other users of leather. 

By ownership and :eo.ntrol, through eommunity of interest, and by 
tanning contracts, the beef packers' trust has already become so domi
cnant in the sole-leather tanning business that it is difficult to locate 
independent tanneries. .More than 30 tanneries are now said to be 
under .Armour-Swift-Morris controL To a less extent, the beef pack
ers' trust is also connected with the tanning ot upper leather. 

RecentJ:y we have .heard reports that the beef packers were becoming 
Jnterested in the .shoe-ma'Illlfacturin:g business. To what extent, if any, 
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the packers have become manufacturers of shoes, I do noL know . . It 
seems clear to me, however, that the almost inevitable result of con
tinuing the present policy of taxed hides and leather is to throw the 
entire leather-tanning and shoe-manufacturing business into the hands 
of the beef trust, which bas, through its slaughtering interests, control 
of the country's hide supply and can dictate prices. 

The New York Journal of Commerce of May 12 says: 
" The strength of the hide market is giving tanners cause for anx

iety, as they can figure out little profit at the prevailing prices of the 
raw material. Packers have the situation well in hand, it is said, and 
propose to get their asking figure, in the meantime not pressing offer
ings." 

Under these conditions we see that the fight for free hides is a fight 
for existence on the part of the independent tanners. -I predict that, . 
if the duties on hides and leather are continued ten years longer, not 
only will the monopoly of the tanning industry by the beef h·ust be 
complete, but the boot and shoe industry will then be a part of the 
tariff-fostered and tariff-nourished beef trust. I ndependent shoe manu
facturers can not pay 20 per cent more for leather than will i ts trust 
competitors and live. The handicap is too great. Then there will be a 
monopoly in the production of shoes and, as soon as the independents 
are killed the 25 per cent dnty on shoes will become effective and the 
prices of 'shoes in this country will be advanced to 20 or 25 per cent 
above foreign prices and, probably, above export prices. To-day there 
is no trust in the boot and shoe industry and prices are "lower, quality 
considered in this than in any country. This is true notwithstanding 
that we pay more for leather and for other tariff-taxed materials than is 
paid by our foreign competitors and notwithstanding that we pay, by 
far the hiahest daily and hourly wages in any country. If the Ameri
carl people"' want to continue to wear the best and cheapest shoes on 
earth they must see that their Senators and Representatives vote for 
free hides and fi·ee leather. There is no other road to cheap footwear. 

About au that we can hope to get from the present Congress is free 
hides and reduced duties on leather. Why Congress hesitates to give 
us free hides I can not understand, unless our Senators and Representa
tives have ceased to think of the welfare of our 87,000,000 C!:msumers 
and are concerned only about the few producers who constitute our 
great trusts. The facts and arguments are all agai~st taxed hi?es. 
There is no sound reason, under any theory of protection, for contmu
ing the burdensome and monopoly-prod.ucing duiy. op. h!des. Not only 
does the duty not protect the cattle raisers, but, if it did, there are so 
few of them, comparatively, that they should not be pe1:IJ?-itted to dic
tate the prices of hides, leather, and shoes to all of our citizens. 

According to the census of 1890 there were 37,629 stock raisers and 
5 483 618 :(armers in this country; that is, the stock raisers constitute 
less than 1 per cent of our farming population and op.ly about one-fifth 
of 1 per cent of our total population. Thus, assummg that the stock 
raisers are protected by the duty on hides, we see that !or each stock 
raiser thus protected 500 consumers must pay higbe.r prices for sh?es. 
This ratio is not a proper one, even from the standpom~ of .a pro.tect10n
ist. But even this is muc.h too high, ac~~rding ~o Boyd s City Dispatc1;1. 
This great agency for circular advertismg said, O!J. May 13, that it 
could find only 22,000 names of P.ersons who can faul:y- be .called stock 
or cattle raisers. On the assumption that the cattle raiser is protected, 
then 800 consumers of shoes are being taxed for the benefit of one stock 
raiser. . 

As our grazing lands are growrng lesf'! and less each year and a~ we 
now have to import one-third of the hides consumed, we .mu.st _either 
increase the taxes on the masses f?r. ~be benefit of an aln:iost rns1gmficant 
few or ee this few decline. No civilized. country can r aise eno~gh cattle 
to furnish hides and leather for domeshc. u.s~ . Adequat~ grazmg lands 
do not exist in highly populated and c1yillzed countnes. A tax on 
hides in this country, therefore, necessarily me.ans a tax on footwear 
for 87,000,000 people. It can never mean anythmg el~e. . 
· It is a mistake, however-. to assume that the catt.le raise~s benefit 
appreciably by the duty on hides. Both the facts and the logic of con-
ditions are against such ~ assumption. · 

A comparison of the pnces of c~ttle, hldes. and leather for the last 
twelve years indicates that there is practically no relation or conn.ec
tio between the prices of cattle and hides and not a clo~e co~nection 
bet~een the prices of hides and leather. Such a companson is made 
in the following table : 

Year. Date. 

Top prices, 
native 

steers, on 
hoof, Chi
cago, per 

• 100 lJOUildS. 

1897--------------------------------· ~~ 3 
1~~=====================:::::::::=: : Jan. ~ 
!!XX>----------------- ----------- ___ . Apr. 7 
1901--------------------------- -----· fgr ~ 

}~~======~=========~============= : ~~r t {Jan. 7 
1905-- - ---------- ---------------- ---· f ~~ii: g 

l906- - -- - - --- --:------ - -- - - --- --- ----1~~!i. r 
190L------------------------------· {t~~ · ! 
1900--------------------------------· {i~~ g 

J
Jan. 9 
Feb . 6 

1909.----------------------- ------- - t~;:: ~ 

·/ 
r 

$5 .40 
5.35 
5 .95 
5.80 
6.25 
8. 50 
5.60 
.6 .-"5 
6.00' 
5.90 
6.25 
5 .85 
6.35 
6.85 
6.6G 
7.25 
7 .53 
8.40 
8.00 
7 .50 
7.15 
7.25 
7.35 

Heavy 
native 
steer 
hide, 

Chicago, 
per pound. 

$0.09 
.12~ 
. 11;\ 
.13~ 
.10~ 
. 13 
.IH 

:: . 10~ 
.13! 
.15} 
.15l 
.15l 
.1q 
.16;\ 
.14! 
.14 
. og~ 
. 14~ 
.16 
.16 
.16 
. 14l} 
.14 

Sole 
leather, 
Union 
No. 1, 

middling, 
per pound. 

$0.29 
. 29 
. 28 
. 35 
. 33 
. 35 
. 34 

I . 32 
.35 

. • 36 
,.37 
,. 37 
. 35 
• 36 
.38 
. 36 
. 34 
. 34 
. 36 
. 36 
. 36 
. 36 
. 36 

The above prices of cattle are taken from Monthly Summaries of 
United States Department of Commerce and Labor a_nd are for the. 
specific dates mentioned. The prices of leather and hides are from a 
table of "Comparative prices of leather and hides for ten years," pub
lished in the Shoe and Leather Reporter of August 10, 1905, and la ter 
n umbers. 

- Thus we see thaLthe prices of hides are often high when the prices 
of cattle are low, and often low when the prices of cattle a1·e high. 

In 1905 and 1906 bides were selling above 15 cents when cattle were 
below 6 cents, while in 1902 bides were selling at 13 cents when cattle 
were selling at 8~ cents. In 1906 hides were selling at 16 cents when 
cattle were selling at 6.85 cents, while in 1908 hides were selling at 9I; 
cents when cattle were selling at H cents. From April, 1908, to April, 
1909, the price of cattle declined 2 per cent, while the price of hides 
advanced 4 7 cents. From February, 1906, to April, 1909, the price of 
cattle advanced 26 per cent, while the price of bides declined 8 per 
cent. 

'l'hese figures disprove the claims of the beef packers that the cattle 
raisers are protected by the duty on hides. The Wall Street Journal 
of April 20, 1909, quotes " an official of Swift & Co." as follows : 

"Any reduction m the hide tariff would injure the farmer, because 
the packers do business on so close a margin that cheaper hides would 
mean a slightly smaller return · per pound to the farmer for beef on the 
hoof." 

I s not this clear? Is not it beautiful-this solicitude of the packers 
for the farmers? The packers want the hide duty retained so that they 
will have to pay higher prices for cattle. How they do love the farmer! 

As a matter of logic as well as of fact, the beef packers pay as little 
as possible for cattle and get as much as possible for hides. The price 
of cattle depends mainly upop the demand for beef, and the price of 
hides depends mainly upon the demand for leather. Hides, being an 
incidental or by-product of the butchering business and cattle being 
slaughtered primarily for beef, it is absurd to suppose that a duty on 
hides will materially change the prices paid for cattle. We may be 
certain that the packers would favor free hides if they thought that 

I 

free hides would appreciably lower the prices of cattle. 
. The cattle raisers get nothing, or next to nothing, from the duties on 
hides and leather. They are, however, by these duties, compelled to 
pay materially higher prices for shoes, harness, saddles, and other 
leather goods. . 

In view of all the facts, there is no sound reason for retaining the 
duty on hides in order to protect cattie raisers or farmers. There is 
sound reason in favor of free bides in order to provide as cheap raw 
material as possible to the tanning and shoe-manufacturing industries, 
both of which are of great importance to all of our people. If the duty 
on hides is retained, it will be retained at the behest of the beef trust 
and for the purpose of enabling it to hold and extend its already grnat 
and harmful monopoly. Congress will not do its duty to our 87,000,000 
shoe-wearing people unless it repeals the duty on hides. In my opin
ion, it should also put leather on the free list. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that I hold somewhat different opm10ns 
from those held by some other shoe manufacturers. I am not afraid 
of free shoes if I can have free hides and free leather. I would gladly 
swap any doubtful benefit from the duty on shoes for the certain bene
fits of free hides and leather. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me to ask a 
question of the Senator from California? 

l\Ir. OWEN. I yield the floor. 
l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from California made a sug

gestion just now, and I was curious to know whether or not we 
may expect that that will represent the view of the Finance 
Committee and the majority of this side rather than the ex
pectation put forward by the Senator from Rhode Island, to 
wit, that if we have a 10 per cent duty on hides, then the Sen
ator will be content with a 10 per cent duty on shoes. 

.Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the Senator from California was 
not speaking for the committee. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. I did not say that the Senator f r om 
California was speaking for the committee. 

l\Ir. FLI NT. I was not speaking for myself ernn. 
l\Ir. HALE. I think the Senator was ·rnry unfortunate in 

the way he presented it. 
l\fr. FLI NT. I simply presented the question whether the 

Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN] thought the shoe manu
facturer to whom he referred would be willing to accept a 10 
per cent duty on shoes if the duty on hides was put at 10 per 
cent. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then we get it very clearly. I did not 
say, I will say to the Senator from Maine- and he will not find 
it in the RECORD-that the Senator from California spoke for 
the committee, or assumed to do so . 

·Mr. HALE. I did not understand that ' the Senator undertook 
to speak for the committee at all. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. Not at all; but I was curious to know
because I think it is important and a new phase of this thing 
that I had not thought of at all is developing here-whether 
i t is the intention, in case 15 per cent is put upon hides on that 
ground, that a differential of 10 per cent shall immediately be 
placed upon shoes. It is only our right to know and to have 
the thing cleared up as we go along . 

l\ir. HALE. I am very impatient at the persistence of the 
Senator from Indiana, who is continually urging upon the com
mittee to tell beforehand what it intends to do. The chairman 
has stat ed with great plainness and distinctness, after his 
fashion, that when this fundamental question is considered and 
passed upon by the Senate the committee will take up the other 
subjects of ~anufacture, the ad>anced stages of this product. 
And for the Senator from Indiana to continually urge the chair
man or the members of the committee to state for his satisfac
tion beforehand what they will do is not, it seems to me, a 
fitting thing to be done. 

Mr. ALDRICH. ·And, Mr. President, when the committee do 
make their r epor t they will not be governed by the opinion of 

I 
( 
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a single manufacturer of shoes of a particular ldncl that he has 
spent millions of dollars in advertising all over the world and 
which he sells on a trade.--mark. I suppose, of course, the 
merits of the shoes have something· to do with it; but he has 
spent a large amount of money in advertising bis shoes.. He 
was elected governor of Massachusetts once,. I think ; and I 
have been told that thnt was a part of his ad:vertising sehem~. 
I suppose that is not tr~. I assume it is not t:rra.e. But it was 
stated commonly in the newspapers at the time that he was 
willing to pay large amounts for . advertising in any direction. 
He occupies this peculiar situation by himself;: and I am sure 
that he does. not in any sense represent the boot an-0 shoe manu
facturers of the United States, and that he iS not trying to 
remove the duties upon hides and upon leather with any idea 
except that of advertising his own views and his own shoes. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. Presid:ent, it was- not the Senator 
from Indiana who called attention in the first place to what 
might hereafter be done in case we put a duty of 15 per cent on 
hides. That did not come from m-e. In the little time that I 
have listened to this debate I had supposed, up to the time the 
Senator from Maine himself called attention to. the fact, that 
we wer:e going to vote upon the question of hides-free hides 
or no free hides-merely as that matter affected the whole. in
dustry, not only of cattle raising, but of shoemaking, of tan
ning, of harness making, and so forth.. 

Mr. HALE And leather. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; and leather. It had not occurred to 

me- that there might be an aftermath to this. That was be
cause I was not familiar with tile subject, of course; and I 
think it is true of a good mariy of the Senators. Therefore, it 
did become very interesting and, I think, entirely within the 
proprieties that we should now understand-those of us who 
are not so familiar with these things as other and older Sen
ators- that this is to be followed by an effort to increase the 
duty in the bill as it came from the House upon shoes and the 
products of hides. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does- the Senator from Indiana 

yield to. the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. In a moment I will; I am almost through. 

That will no doubt become, wl'len it arises, in its time, the subject 
of a difference of opinion between us. But, more than that, 
it interjects that question into this question of free hides as 
well. I think it quite a pity; but, so far as that is concerned, 
every Senator must judge for himself. He represents abso
lutely his State and the people of his State. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Will the Senator let me ask him a 
question'! 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. 
Mr. SUTHERLA--~. Would the. answer of the committee to 

the question which the Senator from Indiana puts make the 
slightest difference as to the vote which the Senator from In
diana would cast on this question? In other words, allow me 
to say, further--

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It would make a good deal of difference 
as to the vigor of my vote. I would vote with a little mo.re 
emphasis. 

J\IE. SUTHERLAND. If the committee should answer the 
Senator from Indiana that the auties on sh-oes and on leather 
will remR.in just as they are in the House bill, would not the 
Senator from Indiana vote for free hides notwithstanding'! 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think it is quite likely, Mr. President, 
that I would; but not at all with that degree of enthusiasm 
with which I shall cast that same vote in case I know what 
the intention of the members of the committee is. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Then the Senator is not asking for his 
own information? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; I was asking for my own informa
tion. It had not occurred to me that perhaps the Senator is 
famillar with what is to follow after the duty on hides is 
restored. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr~ President. I should like to inquire--if it 
is a parliamentary inquiry that the Chair can answer-what 
difference there is between the effect of an enthusiastic vote 
and a vote lacking in enthusiasm? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is unable to decide. 
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, befoi-e the vote iS taken I wish 

to say a word. 
I am indifierent-measurab-ly so, at I-east-as to the result 

of the vote- to be taken on the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa. I am in favor of free- bides, free leather, and free shoes. 
I am not in favor of free hides without free manufactnred 
products of bides-leather, shoes, boots, and so forth-and I 
will not vote to put hides on the free list unless these. manu
factured products in common use are put on the free list~ 

The Senator from Rhode Island [l\Ir. ALDRICH] stated· a 
moment ago that Govei'Il.Or-Douglas seemed to be the only shoe 
manu:facture:r who· was willing, or who had expressed himself as 
willing, to have shoes aud boots on the free list if hides and 
leather are put upon the free list.. 

Mr. · President, the State from which I come ranks next tu 
-Massachusetts. in the volume of its boot and shoe· production. 
I have letters here on my desk from shoe manfilacturers in that 
State, and have had repeated personal assurances from them,, 
and I have been authorized by several of them, representing the 
largest concerns in the State, or among the largest, to say on 
the floor of the Senate, as I do now, that they are willing to 
put boots and shoes,. their production,. upon the free list if 
hides are put upon the free list~ 

Mr. ALDRICH. Would it be inconvetl:ient for the Senatol' 
to give us the names of those men? 

Mr. STONE. I can give you the names of some of the men,• 
if you wish them. The Brown Shoe Company-- _ 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, is it true that Mr. Brown has 
a large property in Mexico. where he raises cattle? . 

Mr. STONE. I know nothing about that. Does the Senator 
say that is so?. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I have been so informed. 
Mr. STONE. I know nothing of that. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. By whom? 
Mr. ALDRICH. By a reputable gentleman. 
Mr. STONE. Who informed you? From whom did you get 

that information? 
Mr. ALDRICH. It came to the committee from a gentleman 

who, I think, knows the facts in the case. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Who was it? 
l\fr. STONE. Will the Senator give the name of his inform-

ant? He has asked me for the name of mine. 
l\Ir. ALDRICH. The Senator from Utah is my informant. 
l\Ir. Sl\IOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis:. 

souri yield to the Senator from Utah? 
l\Ir. STONE. Yes. 
Mr. ALDRICH. I am sure the Senator from Utan can fur

nish the information. 
Mr. SMOOT. I desire to ask the Senator whether he refers 

to the Hamilton Brown Shoe Company? 
Mr. STONE. No, sir; the Brown Shoe Company. 
Mr. SMOOT. I had reference to Mr. Hamilton Brown, of the 

Hamilton Brown Shoe Company. 
Mr. STONE. Well, I did ·not 
Mr. SMOOT. I thought, of course, that that was the Mr. 

Brown that was referred to when I spoke of Mr. Brown to the 
Senator. _ 

Mr. STONE. It was Mr. Brown who told me- this. 
Mr. SMOOT. But I say the mistake came in this way: I 

thought it was Mr. Brown, of the Hamilton Brown Shoe Com
pany. 

l\Ir. STONE. But, Mr. President, there is a Hamilton Brown 
Shoe Company in St. Louis, which is the largest shoe manufac
turing concern in the State. 

Mr. SMOOT. And I know that they are in favor of free 
shoes. I have alro been informed, and have a letter- in the office 
stating, · that they are cattle owners in Mexico. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Who is the Senator's informant? 
Mr. SMOOT. I can give the Senator the letter, if he wants 

to know. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE'.. But you did not give the name. 
Mr. SMOOT. I am giving the only names I have .here, as far 

as the letter is concerned~ If it is the Brown Shoe Company, I 
do not know anything about it. 

Mr. STONE. It is a very large concern. 
Mr. SMOOT. But I do know that I have a letter in my pos

session which refers to the Hamilton Brown Shoe Company. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Stating that they raise cattle in Texasr 
Mr.' SMOOT. No; not in Texas-in Mexico. I know nothing, 

as I say, about the- Brown Shoe Company. I referred to the 
Hamilton Brown Shoe Company, which is mentioned in the 
Ietter I received. 

Mr. STONE. Do I understand the Senator to say that in that 
letter his confidential c01·respondent informs him that the Ham
ilton Brown Shoe Company as a corporation owns a ranch in 
Mexico? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say as a corporation-I di<l not 
say that. I said a member of the fir-m of the Hamilton Brown 
Shoe Company owns cattle in Mexico. 

Mr. STONE. Oh! A member of the firm? 
Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 
Mr. STONE. There are quite a good many stockholders ifl 

that corp<>raticm~ 
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l\Ir. SMOOT. I understand that .Mr. Brown owns a great part 
of it, and he is the gentleman who owns the cattle in Mexico. 

l\.Ir. STONE. For what purpose is he raising cattle .in Mexico? 
l\fr. SMOO'r. I suppose, like any other cattle raiser, he would 

be interested in having his hides come over. I should think 
he certainly would. 

l\Ir. STONE. Mr. President, here is one letter that I will 
l'ead from Hannibal, Mo., from the Hannibal Shoe Company, 
manufacturers of soft-sole shoes, infants' shoes, and so forth: 

Hon. w. J. STONE, 
Washington, D. C. 

HANNIBAL SHOE COMPANY, 
Hannibal, Mo., Apr·il £4, 1909. 

DEAR Srn: We acknowledge receipt of your favor of the 15th and note 
your question as to placing shoes on the free list. We see no reason 
why shoes should not be placed on the free list if hides are, as we are 
certain that America can compete with any other nation in any line. 

• Thanking you for the consideration you have given our letter and 
trusting ·you will be able to vote as we have suggested, we remain, 

Yours, truly, 
HANNIBAL SHOE COMP.ANY, 
THOS. J. COUSINS, President. 

But, l\Ir. President, it seems to me that when I state here on 
the floor of the Senate, responsible as I am to my own con
stituency, that the manufacturers of St. Louis-I do not say all 
of them, but many of them-and their representatives, and those 
in other cities in Missouri, have written and stated this thing 
to me, it is rather an impertinence on the part of the Senator 
from Rhode Island to call my statement in question and ask me 
to furnish him the proofs. I assume responsibility for my state
ments, not to the Senator from Rhode Island, but to my con
stituents in Missouri. 

l\fr . .ALDRICH. l\Ir. President, the Senator from Missouri 
is a little rapid in his conclusions. I did not ask him for his 
authority. I asked him for the names of the manufacturers in 
Missouri who wanted to have shoes put upon the free list if 
tliey could get free leather. I hope it did not interfere with 
the good nature of the. Senator to have that question asked. It 
was not an unusual one. 

Mr. STO:r-.TE. I undertake to assert, Mr. President, as a mat
ter of absolute conviction-although I have not had communica
tion with every one of the many manufacturers in Missouri
that there is not one within the borders of that Commonwealth 
making shoes who will not indorse the statement I make here, 
viz· That the manufacturers of boots and shoes in Missouri 
are· willing to put boots and shoes on the free list if hides and 
leather are put on the free list. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis

souri yield to the Senator from Utah? 
l\fr. STONE. I do. 
Mr. SMOOT. I hope the Senator understa:Qds that, person

ally I know nothing as to whether Mr. Brown owns cattle in 
Merlco or not. I simp1y say that the information that was sent 
to me was that he is a cattle owner in 1\Iexico, and is interested 
in having free hides, and that that is the reason the Hamilton 
Brown Shoe Company desires to have shoes on the free list pro
viding hides are put upon the free list. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, that is not all I rose to say. 
What I rose especially to say is that while I stand for free hides, 
I stand for that proposition conditionally; and the condition is 
that boots and shoes and leather and the other products of hides 
shall 0'0 on the free list. And if my distinguished friend the 
Senatir from 1\Iasrnchusetts [Mr. LonaE], who made such an in
teresting speech here the other day upon this subject, and my 
friend from Vermont [Mr. PAGE], who made a very interesting 
and instructive speech on the subject, are very anxious for free 
hide..: I advise the Senator from Massachusetts, who is a new 
Rich~ond on the field of the insurgents, to rally his associates 
for free shoes as well as free hides; for he will never get them 
otherwise. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I will ask to have read the 
dozen lines that I have underlined in the book which I send to 
the desk. It is the testimony of a tanner and shoe manufac
turer who testified before the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICEil. Without objection, the Secre
tary will read as requested. 

. Mr. WARREN. It is simply what I have underlined on the 
page. 

The Secretary read as follows : 
JANNEY & BURROUGH, PHILADELPHIA, PA., THINK DUTY SHOULD BE 

RETAINED O:N" HIDES, LEATHER, AND SHOES. 

220-230 WOOD STREET, 
Philadelphia, Februa1·y n, 1909. 

Hon. SERENO E. PAYNE, . 
Chainna1i Ways and Mean-s Committee, 

Washingto1i, D. C. 
DEAR Srn: We respectfully solicit your further consideration con

cerning the duties on hides, tanning materials, leather, and shoes. 

Several months ago we were cordially invited by a number of our 
trade to join in an effort to have the duty removed from hides. We 
declined to accept on the ground that we could not consistently do- so, 
being strong believers in a good tariff, both for revenue and protection. 

Until now, we have presented nothing for the consideration of your 
committee, but so much having been said by others with which we can 
not concur, and which we feel may give you a wrong impression, .we now 
wish to go on record as being heartily in sympathy with you in your 
efforts to so regulate the tariff that it will amply protect our American 
industries, produce ample revenue for our Government, and afford the 
best opportunity to our whole people to bu. American-made products at 
as low a price as is possible, consistent with good quality and well-paid 
labor. 

While we have all our means, amounting to several hundred thousand 
dollars, invested in the business of tanning heavy hides into sole leather, 
and are just as much in need of making a living as the gentlemen you 
have heard from, we would emphasize our belief that it would be far 
better that no change whatever be made in the duty on hides and ex
tracts than allow any lowering whatever in the duty on leather and 
shoes. We would rather see the duties on hides and extracts as they are 
and the duty on leather doubled, rather than to sacrifice any of the 
duty on leather and shoes. We have now in our country tanning ca
pacity in excess both of the supply of hides and the home demand for 
sole leather. 

REGARDING THE DUTY ON HIDES. 

The best possible protection to the industry of raising cattle, with 
the view of increasing the country's supply of both beef and hides, will, 
we believe, be productive of the most good to the tanners and shoe 
manufacturers, and help to make our country independent in time of 
war and at all times. 

l\Ir. PAGE. Mr. President, I am sorry that the Senator from 
Wyoming has, at the last moment, introduced· that letter. Of 
the several hundred important. tanners of this country, the men 
who produce probably more than 90 per cent of all the 1eatber . 
made, not one, so far as I know, but this single concern, has 
asked for a duty on hides. 

l\Ir. GORE. I have a telegram here from A. B. Goodbar 
which I ask to have r>rinted in the RECORD. Mr. Goodbar is one 
of the leading shoe manufacturers of the entire country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the tele-
gram will be printed in the Il.ECOBD. · 

The telegram referred to is as follows : 
ST. LOUIS, Mo., June 21. 

Hon. T. P. GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Your telegram of the 19th received to-day. Price of heavy beef 
steers September, 1907, just before panic, $7 per hundred; price to
day, $6.90, a decline of 1.7 per cent. Hides from same cattle, same 
dates, 14 and 17 cents per pound, respectively; an advance of 20.3 
per cent. On to-day's market packers pay cattle growers $3.45 cents 
for 50-pound hide and sell same for $8.50, a gain of 146 .per cent. 
What stronger evidence is needed that beef cattle do not advance wHh 
hides and that packers absolutely control both beef and bides? .A. vote 
in favor of hide tariff is a vote in favor or the most grasping monopoly 
existing to-day, not excepting Standard Oil. 

A. B. GOODBAR, 
President Good.bar Shoe Manufacturing Company. 

l\fr. GOil.E. I merely wish to add that the telegram shows 
that cattle are selling lower to-day than they were selling in 
September, 1907, just prior to the panic. The telegram further 
shows that notwithstanding the slight decrease in the price of 
cattle there has been a marked increase in the price of hides. 
The price of hides has advanced more than 20 per cent. My im
pression is that the price of dressed meat has advanced during 
this time. 

I wish to say, further, that this telegram would indicate that 
there has been an artificial and arbitrary influence manipulating 
to some extent even the law of supp1y and demand; that there 
has been a strong hand, I might almost say a black hand, 
manipulating the markets of the country against the interest of 
the farmer, against the interest of the shoe manufacturers, and 
·against the interest of the consumers of dressed meats. I pre
sume that influence would not be far to seek. It is the packers; 
it is the beef trust of the country. And that evil genius has 
sentenced the shoe manufacturers to death. 

Mr. WAR.REN. The Senator is mistaken, but I do not care 
to go on with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMMINS] to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 
!\fr. ALDRICH. I wish that the vote may be taken on the 

committee amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER The question is on agreeing to 

the amendment of the Committee on Finance. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, at this late hour I shall 

detain the Senate but a few minutes. I feel it my duty briefly 
to give some of the reasons for the vote I ~hall cast. 

In the first place, this is one of the cases that was out1ined 
the other day by the Senator from Iowa where the duty might 
be added. In this case it was admitted by the Senator from: 
Idaho that the duty is added. Where we do not ourselves pro
duce all that we need, or where a combination exists so great 
that it fixes the pr ice, the tariff may be added to the price. 

·~ 

' .. 
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The tariff on hides comes within both these rules. In the 

first place we do not produce enough for ourselves an<l have to 
appeal to 'all the markets of the world for enough leather with 
which our feet may be clad, enough leather for. our harness, 
and our belting, and so· forth; and, in . the second. place, Mr. 
President· there is ·no question about the fact, and it has ueen 
twice adn'.i.itted on this floor, that the packers tix the price. 

If that is true, :M;r. President, it is a1so inevitably true th:at 
they- pay as low a price as they possibly can. They would VIO
la te a higher than any statute law if they did otherwise; they 
would violate the natural laws of trade. Therefore it appears, 
Mr. President, that the people who have the benefit of this 
duty is not the farmer, in whose name we hear similar appeals 
so often made, but it is the packers who have such a monopoly 
of hides that they fix the price. 

Now, Mr. President, another curious thing. A strange situa: 
tion has arisen here this afternoon. We have deliberately voted 
to keep horsehides and calfskins and all other hides, except 
thoSB of grown cattle, on the free list. I thought when that 
question was being argued that there was no reason then, and 
there is no reason now, why, if you leave other hides on the 
free list you should exclude from the free list those hides out 
of which the shoes of the people are made. Yet that is what we 
are asked to do. 

It bas been stated here that if we have a duty on hides we 
must also have a duty on shoes, and if the duty is to be taken 
off of hides, it must be taken off of shoes. 

But, Mr. President, we ha·rn already seen that in the case of 
hides it is one of those instances where the duty may be added, 
whereas in the question of shoes by reason of the immense com
petition which exists the duty is not added. I do not know ~at 
a better illustration could have been s~lected than that of hides 
and leather and the finished products-of the fact that the duty 
may. be added where we do not produce enough for ourselves or 
where a trust fixes the price, on the one hand, and that the 
duty is not added where there is domestic competition, on the 
other band. · 

Mr. President, another thing bas come out o.f this debate 
quite clearly, and it is not denied, and that is that the life of 
the tanning indush·y of this country is absolutely at stake. 

The other day, in response to a question by the ~enator from 
North Dakota [l\fr. l\IcCuMBER], I related an instanc~ which was 
related to me by another Senator on this floor within his own 
observation, where a great tanning industry in his State bad 
been compelled to go out of business because it had exerCised 
the liberty of the market place, as the Senator from Iowa usually 
says and had gotten their hides where they could pick them 
up ~nd when they went back to the packer the packer said, 
."Well, you go on getting them there, we have none to sell you." 
so ftat old established business, which bad been conducted 
by this man and his father before him, and was one of the in
dependent industiies of this country, preparing leather for the 
people, was extinguished by this trust. And that was only last 
year. 

Another curious situation is this: We have a tariff upon the 
cattle itself. We have a tariff upon the meat product of the cat
tle. :Kow· you propose to put a tariff upon the hides of that cattle. 
Why do you not be consistent and put it on horns? That is not 
a negligible quantity; that is not an indifferent .subject-buttons 
and a great many other things are made out of horns. Yet we 
find horns retained on the free list. There is the subject of 
hair. Why not put a tariff on hair and horns and hoofs as well 
as hides? Yet all these are on the free list. There is a large 
number of other subjects. So if you are going to be consistent 
and not only protect the cattle itself, not only protect the. meat 
product, but also if you are going to protect hides, why not pro
tect the horns and the hoofs and the hair and everythrng else 
which is valuable, and all o·f which you propose to have on the 
free list? 

l\fr. President, the packers can export their beef. They· do 
export it. I suppose we are the largest exporting na~ion of 
dre sed beef. But we must import our hides, because we have 
not enough hides for our own use. We have not enough·· bides 
with which to make the shoes of the people, the harness that 
the faTmer needs. · 

It is said, l\fr. President, that the farmer will ,benefit .from 
this, that the cattle raiser will benefit from this, but the Sena
tor from Vermont [Mr. PAGE] demonstrated by actual figures 
that ttie farmer or cattle raiser, conceding that he gets any of 
the increase of price which the Senator did not concede, and 
which ns a matter of fact is not true, because the farmer or 
cattle raiser gets just what the !'llclters are willing to pay him 
and not niore; but for the sake of argument; conceding· that the 
farmer or cattle raiser did get more for · his hides because of 
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this duty, then the Senator from Vermont demonstrated. by 
figures, which ·no one has attempted to answer here, ·that more 
than that duty is added to the price of his shoes, or the price 
of bis harness,. or the price of any leather which he buys. -

Now, l\fr. President, just one final thing. If it be true that 
the tariff duty is added in this case to the hides, nothing is 
clearer than that it is carried on to the final finished product. 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. W .AIIBEN] the other day in 
response to a question by me, said " Yes, it was added to the 
price of hides." If that is true, certainly the packer does not · 
lose it as it passes through his bands, nor the tanner as it 
passes through his, nor the shoemaker as it passes through bis, 
but in that instance it is added to the price of everything made 
from those hides. 

So we perceive on the one band we are not doing the producer 
of hides any good, but, on the other hand, Mr. President, we 
are adding to the price of every shoe that is bought by: tl:iat 
farmer, of every trace, of every bit of leather be must use ·in 
his business. 

One thing more : Of the hundreds of letters I have received 
from my State not a single farmer wrote for a duty on hides, 
and the only letter I received asking for a tariff on hides was 
from the packers. 

Now, finally, Mr. President, I have beard two or three times 
during this debate an appeal for this duty upon the ground of 
protection. It was a very natural argument to make. I blame 
no Senator for makillg it, but I have heard an expression with 
reference to "protectionist Senators." Well, that is becoming 
an old question in this debate. Those of us who are insisting 
that no greater duty than is actually protective, in our opinion, 
should be put in the bill think that we are even the better-cer
tainly the more rational and safer-protectionists; we think 
that we are the sounder and truer protectionists. 

But upon this specific duty on bides, I call the attention of 
the Senate and the country to the fact that John Sherman was 
a protectionist, and he was for free hides; McKinley was a pro:. 
tectionist, and he was for free bides; James G. Blaine was a 
protectionist, and be, perhaps, performed greater labor for the 
great cause of protection than any other man in this Republic 
since the day of Clay-and Blaine was for free hides. 

If it is suggested that those men are of the past and that 
that would not be their opinion now, it must be conceded thnt 
Mr. PAYNE, the present chairman of the House committee, is a 
protectionist of protectionists, and as such he is for free bides. 

And, Mr. President, with such credentials of the protection
ism of those of us who are for free hides, I think I shall con.
elude these brief remarks and ask permission .to put into the 
.REcORD that portion of Chairman PAYNE'S very exhaustive 
speech in explanation of the bill which relates to the subject of 
hides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
[:Mr. PAI'XE, chairman Ways and Means Committee, CoxGUESSIONA.r.. 

RECORD, March 23, 1909.) . 
A dufy was put on hides soon after the civil war, when the country 

was anxious and looking for revenue in every direction in order to pay 
the interest on our war debt and reduce it. They put a duty on bides, 
and in 1871 they took it off, regarding it as a war-revenue duty which 
should not be continued. And why? Hides are u by-product of the ani
mal. Now, I know there are half a hundred people here who will say, 
"Yes; but it is a sixth o.i.· a tenth of the value of the steer." Well, it is. 
But it is a by-product. People do not raise animals for hides. They 
raise them for their meat, and the meat is the principal item when 
they come to sell the cattle. Not only that, but it is the foundation 
for half a dozen industries; and every time you put a duty on what is 
called sometimes the "raw material "-and, as far as hides are con
cerned, they are raw material__..:_you have got .to go all up along the 
line of goods made from that raw material and mcrease the duty. That 
is well recognized. No use in keeping hides out of this country in 
order to sell the domestic hides. If you have got to send them abroad 
to be tanned, to be made into shoes, to be made into harness, to be 
made into carriage leather, you want a duty on the manufactured goods, 
you gentlemen that are clamoring for a duty on hides. 

The question came up under the McKinley bill. An amendment was 
offered in the House for a duty on hides. Gentlemen agonized for it 
as loudly as some of you gentlemen are agonizing for it now, but not 
quite as loudly as my friend from Texas is agonizing for a revenue 
duty. It was voted down in the House, and it was kept out of the 
McKinley bill, and they were left on the free list. When the Dingley 
bill came before the House, reported by the committee, it was reported 
with free hides, and I saw a number of gentlemen on this side of the 
House and a number of gentlemen on the other side of the House, led 
by the late Jeremiah Simpson. of Kansas, voting for a duty on hides. 
He was a little more frank than some of these modern-day tariff-for
revenue people. He said he wanted to get his share. He did not 
believe in a duty on hides, but he wanted to get his share; his people 
wanted it, and it had something to do with the Populist vote out in 
Kansas. Marching under his banner and leadership, some of our friends 
on the other side and some on this voted for it, but the House voted 
it down. It went over into the Senate. We did not have a Republican 
majority in the Senate in those days, but we did have a majority of 
those who claimed to be protectionists, and one of these protectionists 
of ropulistic tendencies would not vote for the bill unless it carried e. 
duty on hides, and the Senate accommodated him. · 
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That is one of the courtesies of the Senate when any Member wants 
something done. They put a duty on hides and the bill came over 
here. It was in conference for six weeks. The House conferees strug
gled against it as a duty that should not go into the bill. The Senate 
conferees said they could not pass the bill through the Senate unless it 
contained a duty on hides, and 1n order to o-et a bill we were finally 
forced to yield this duty on hides, and it has been in operation now for 
twelve years. And while numberless gentlemen have come before the 
committee, not a single witness has been able to trace a dollar into the 
hands of the owner of a single steer that came because of this increased 
duty on hides. But it a~peared before the committee that the price of 
hides was fixed by the ' Big Four~" that they controlled the market 
in the United States. They control the markets in the United States; 
they control whatever benefit goes to anybody because of this duty on 
hides. No man would risk his reputation for veracity by standing up 
here and saying that the " Big Four" were ever known to give up . a 
single cent which got into their coffers unless they were forced to do 
so. So we have this duty; but the packers all contend that they care 
nothing about it, and still when brought before the committee they 
make an argnment to continue it. 

Mr. REEDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit me to inter
rupt Wm? 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, I suppose so. . 
Mr. REEDER. I would like to ask you if you think that the " Big 

Four " would be generous enough to turn this tariff over to the con
sumei·s of hides when they will not tum it over to the producers of 
hides? 

Mr. PAYNE. They will not turn over anything to anybody until they 
are compelled to. 

Mr. REEDER. I do not understand what your argnment is for if they 
keep it from the producer of hides, unless the people who are' making 
this fight for free ·hides think the people who are making the fight will 
give it to the consumer of those hides. 

Mr. PAYNE. Who are making the fight? 
Mr. REEDER. The manufacturers of boots and shoes have had a lobby 

here urging free hides for several years to my personal knowledge. 
Mr. PAYNE. We will come to that point later. The trouble is that 

g~tginJ~;fr~tgn~~ipates my argument and I can not reach the point 

Mr. REEDER. 1\fy query is on the question you are talking about It 
seems to me that it is clearly on the point that you are discussing 

Mr. PAYN}'; .. If the gentleman will wait, I will get to it, hut I can· not 
state everythmg at once. Will the gentleman wait and give me an 
opportunity? 

Mr. REEDER. I will. 
Mr. PA~E. I want t.o give gentlemen full liberty to ask questions, 

but there is a proper time for all things and I can not discuss every
thing at once. 

Mr. REEDER: I am afraid I will lose out as to the proper time if this 
is not such a time. · 

Mr. PAYNE. Now, Mr. Chairman, under this duty on hides a large 
proportion of the tanning business formerly done in the United States 
is done in Germany and other foreign countries. Why? Because this 
15 per cent of duty turns away the hides from the South American 
countries from the ports of the nited States and drives them into the 
ports of Germany and other countries. 

Mr. REEDER. I want to make a suggestion right there. · · 
Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman wait until I get through this point? 
Mr. REEDER. You are right at the point now. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I must insist that I be not interrupted 

until I get through with this statement. 
The CHAIR~IAN. The gentleman from New York declines to yield. 
Mr. PAYYE. And the result has been that they have taken away the 

tanning business, and we have to import their leather instead of import
ing the raw hides and tanning them in the United States. The domestic 
production of hides is not anywhere near sufficient for the supply of 
leather which we need in this country. It lacks about 40 per cent of it 
Why; we raise a steer, not quite a steer, to -each inllabitant in the 
United States. It falls far short of that. In Argentina they raise six 
steers to one inhabitant. We can not get that way. Tanning people 
can not get the hides to run their factories. They can not get them 
anywhere, from the packers or anywhere else, and they are obliaed 
in some instances to close down there tanneries because of the 
scarcity of hides and yield up their business to those on the other 
side. Why? All because of this tariff on raw material, a by-product of 
the animal. A product of labor? Whose labor or what product? 
What labor is there in raising steers? There is none In Argentina. 
Why, our farmers have the advantage. If the hi<les sold for nothing, 
still they have the advantage 1n raising steers. Where is meat so high 
in the world as in the zone of manufactures in" the United States north 
of the Potomac and east of the Mississippi River? ' 

Take the statistics of the States, take the prices of agricultural 
products, and they will average more than 20 per cent higher where 
consumed in a manufacturing district than in the agricultural States 
of the Union. The home market for farming products, which go di
rectly there, those towns are teeming with countless thousands of men 
earning American wagesbliving at the American rates, eating American 
meat, not once a weekl ut every day; and if the hides had no value 
still our farmers woula be in the front rank with the price of meat. ' 

Now, we have created this magnificent market under our magnificent 
taritr laws. We have created it for the farmer and everything he raises, 
becau e of the fact that the consumer of this country is ready, willin9, 
and able to buy at the best prices in. the world. I said " everything. ' 
No ; not everything. Our fa.rmers raise a surplus for exportation; but 
they do not raise a surplus of hides for export. Doing their best we 
till have to have 40 per cent of hides imported in order to carry on 

our manufacturing industries. 
Mr. SCOTT. I should like to ask the gentleman if any evidence was 

brought before the committee tending to show what proportion of the 
bides that go into the market from the United States go through the 
packing houses and how many come from individuals? · 

Mr. PAYNE. The statement was made by Judge Cowan, of Texas, that 
6,000,000 or 8,000,000 cattle went through the packing houses out of 
14,000,000 cattle in the United States of all grades; but of course the 
grade of cattle that goes through the packin.,. houses are the cattle 
with the thicker hides, the larger steers, the best beef, and the duty 
being on that class of hides does not affect the others. 

Mr. SCOTT. I asked the question because the a1·gument is commonly 
made that any advantage reaped from the tariff on hides goes to the 
packer rather than to the farmer, and I wanted the opinion of the 
gentleman on that question. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
· • Mr. PAYNE. I suppose I will ha>e to, although I should like to discuss 

the question. 
I 

. Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will not interrupt the gentleman unless be 
wants me to but his statement is erroneous, and I am sure he wants 
to give the House the benefit of a correct statement. Did not Judge 
Cowan say that out of about 14,000,000 hides produced in the United 
States each year about 5,000,000 came through the packing houses? 

Mr. PAYNE. I think he said 6,000,000, to be strictly accurate, but 
I am not sure about that. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I think the gentleman will find that it was 
5,000,000; he . said that 11,000,000 came under the duty provision, and 
5,000,000 went through the packing houses, and about 6,000,000 came 
from individuals. 

Mr. PAYNE. I will say to the gentleman that I accepted Judge 'Cow
an's statement with some degree of allowance. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman does not undertake to say that 
Judge Cowan was not stating the facts so far as he knew them? 

Mr. PAYNE. No; but he had the enthusiasm of an attorney. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to think, from 

what I heard and my observation before the Ways and Means Committee, 
that there were a good many witnesses whom the gentleman puts a 
good deal of confidence in who were enthusiastic by reason of their 
business in their testimony before the committee. . 

Mr. PAYNE. There ts no doubt about that, but that does not lessen 
my criticism of Judge Cowan. 

1\fr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman allow me to answer that question 
in regard to hides ? , . 

Mr. PAYNE. I will pause for the gentleman's reply, if it will not 
take more than a minute. 

Mr. WEISSE. He states that of 14,000,000 hides used by the tan
ners-under the Dingley bill the tariff Classifies hides of 25 pounds and 
over as being dutiable. Eighty per cent of the hides of 25 pounds and 
over are taken off by the packers and city butchers controlled by the 
packers, and only 20 per cent are marketed directly by the farmer. 
Eighty per cent o.f the hides of less than 25 pounds, which come in duty 
free, are produced by the farmers, and only 20 per cent are taken off 
by the packers or the 'butchers controlled by the packers. Further, we have 
an invoice of hides from the South containing 7,000 hide , and out ot 
the 7,000 there were only 92 hides that would have to pay a duty to 
get into this country. Over 6,000 would have come in free, and they 
were all taken off by the farmers. 

1\fr. PAYNJ'l. In view of the statement of the gentleman from Wis
consin, who knows about the tanning business, is not the gentleman 
from Texas a little bit sorry he brought In Judge Cowan? 

Ml'. GA.R::mR of Texas. Not at all. The ""entlem:m from Wisconsin 
(Mr. WEISSE] made a statement that I think attention ought to be 
called to--that the Dingley law provided that only hides weighino- 25 
pounds and over were dutiable. The Dingley law does not do that, but 
the gentleman from Wisconsin and a few importers of his kind induced 
the Secretary of the Treasury to make that ruling, and that is the 
reason that hides weighing less than that are not on the protected list 

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman from New York 
yield? 

Mr. PAYNE. I want to say a word 1n reply to my friend from Texns 
first, if I am· allowed to do. so. The Dingley law provided a duty on 
hides of cattle. The question came up on the construction of that 
language, which was put into the bill not in the House, but elsewhere 
as to what "bides of cattle" were; and after conside1·ation of t;ha 
qnestion, the Secretary of the Treasury drew the dividing line at 25 
pounds, and so far as I know no importer of hides has ever questioned 
that decision. Now I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Ur. 1\fOORE of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman from New York wlll 
permit me, he will generally find me on the protective side of these 
questions. But cattle hides are largely used in my district, and 1 
want to say that I am inclined to agree with him in the matter of free 
hides. Of the production of cattle hides in the United States, I am 
informed, 60 per cent is sole leather; of that 60 per cent, the packers 
control 70 per •cent of the hides, and tan 65 per cent of the 70 per cent 

I want to ask the chairman-being inclined to agree with him_: 
whether the removal of the duty, as proposed in the Payne bill, ~ill 
protect the independent tanner against the packer, or whether he will 
be inevitably pushed to the wall, duty or no duty? 

Mr. PAYNE. I believe It will protect the tanner. Tanners can not 
get hides because the importation has gone to Europe, and they are 
unable to get the raw material to run the t:mneries. 

Mr. 1\fooRE of Pennsylvania. And the effect will be to protect the 
independent tanners? 

Mr. PAYNE. Yes; and It will not hurt anybody in the United State's 
except the middlemen and the packers. 

Mr. REEDER. Will the gentleman from New York yield to me for a 
question? . 

Mr. PAYNE. Yes; I will now yield to the gentleman from Kan as, 
althongh I am coming to his question. I would have been there lo.ng 
ago if I had not been interrupted. 

Mr. REEDER. Would It not be the proper thing to put a higher tariff 
on leather, and thus bring the manufacturers to the United States 
rather than remove the tariff from the farmers' finished product? 

Mr. PAY!m. I will answer the gentleman's question when he gets 
through. 

Mr. REEDER. I am through. 
Mr. PAYNE. I did not know but that the gentleman was ready to put 

another question in the middle of my answer. I have just reached the 
point in discussion. I reached it some time ago when I designed to 
talk about leather, but was interrupted by a question. So :far as I am 
able I am willing to answer all sorts of questions as long as the House 
can stand it. 

Now, about leather. These heavy hides are used In ma.king sole 
leather, belting leather, and split leather for uppers of coarse boots 
and shoes, and carriage leather, and some harness leathe1·. '.rhe com
mittee cut the duty on sole leather and belting leather from 20 to 5 
per cent. I have been asked why they did not cut it more. That may 
be a fair question. It is easily answered. The duty on the finl bed 
article must be higher than the duty on raw material from which 
it was made because it involves more Iabo1·. There i always to 
every tariff schedule, even a tariff schedule for revenue, a gradua
tion of the duties from raw material up, according to the degrees of 
manufacture. 

Now, some gentlemen came before the committee and stated that l:f 
we would take the duty off from hides they would be satisfied to have 
the duty taken off from sole leather and belting leather. My friends 
on the other side, some of them, cross-examined these witnesses about 
it. These men did not say so right out loud, but they squinted in tbat 
direction. I do not know but that some of them said so. One o:r them 
said: 

" If you will make hides free and tannlng extracts free, we could 
get along with free leather, provided you would take care of the labor 
unions in this country." 

\ 
I 
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Some man had said broadly that on even terms he could compete 

with any manufacturer beneath the sun, but when he came to examine 
into it under the skillful examination of some gentlemen of the minority 
it wa.s ccmditioned on free hides, free tanning extracts, and no labor 
unions. Well, the committee bad no jurisdiction over labor unions, and 
they would not exercise it if they could. 

l\Ir. DU PONT. 1\1r. President, in view of the lateness of the 
hour, I shall not attempt to discuss this question, but in illus
tration of the subject I ask that the following extract of a letter 
from one of my constituents-Mr. J. C. Parker, of J. C. Parker 
& Son Company, of Middletown, Del.-be read by the Secretary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sec· 
retary will read. 

The Secretary read as follows : 
J. C. PARK.Elt & So~ COMPANY (INCORPORATED), 

Middletown, D el., March .e, W09. 
Sena tor H. A. nu PONT, 

Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Srn: Raving been engaged in manufacturing articles made of 

leather for the last thirty years, we feel we are ·in position to know that 
the present tariff of 15 per cent on hides is no advantage to the manu
facturers of leather products or to the consumers, and having familiar
ized ourselves with the agitation that is now being given the question, 
both pro and con, we have seen nothing to change our views, tbat are 
based upon experience, and a large part of the thirty years the said 
business was conducted under free hides. 

The United States does not, nor does any other civilized country, pro
duce enough hides to supply their demands. It is therefore absolutely 
necessary to import hides from other countries, and when we can do 
this we then are on a footing with our finished products with other 
countries that admit hides free. With the increasing population and 
many new uses for leather, we are not as well able to supply our own 
demands now as we have been in tbe past. As the bide industry is 
confined, comparatively speaking, to such a few, they are in a position 
to control the price, and when the market will not take what they pro
duce at their price, they ~imply turn it over to their own tanneries. 
There is no question, in my mind, but that they are retarding re
turning prosperity in our line, for the reason bides and leather to-day 
are higher than they have been before since the war. Not only do they 
control the bides they take from their own cattle, but by skillful or
ganization are controlling the bides taken from the cattle in small 
towns and small areas, as in Delaware, as the hides that are taken from 
carcasses in this section of the country are shipped to a central pointi 
and the price fixed, which the tanners have got to pay or the hides wil 
be shipped to their own tanneries. These facts are given to you from 
our own knowledge and experience, and we therefore hope that you 
will see your way clear to render your influence to the restoration of 
hides to the free list, believing you will be conferring a favor upon 
manufacturers as well as consumers. 

I am taking the liberty of sending you a marked copy of Hide and 
Leather, to which we are subscribers. This is a standard paper, and I 
hope you will find what is said on this topic of interest, and I will 
thank you to pass it to Senator RICHARDSON, and we would like very 
much jf he will pass it to Mr. HE.A.LD. I do not wish to encumber you, 
but I have a feeling that all three of you will be interested in what we 
have said to you. 

Hoping you will give this your careful consideration, and with kind 
regards, we are, 

Yours, very truly, Jos. c. PARKER, 
Treasuret". 

MARCH 5, 1909. 
Mr. J. C. PARKER, 

Secretary and. n -easurer J. 0. Parker~ Son Oompa1;y, 
Middletown, Del. 

MY DEAR Srn: In reply to your letter of the 2d instant, I will say 
that while I am heartily in favor of placing hides on the free list in 
the n ew tariff, I recognize the fact that it will be extremely difficult 
to effect this, for the reason that there is very strong opposition to it 
on the part of the cattle-raising interests in the West. 

If we could have a tariff constructed on what I consider to be the 
proper lines, we would have maximum and minimum tariffs, the maxi
mum tariff to be the ordinary tariff, and the minimum tari.fl', which 
would chiefly include articles of luxury and raw materials, and which 
would be applied by the President, under such enactments as Congress 
might frame, to those countries who give us in r eturn the advantages 
of their minimum tariffs. Under this state of affairs I think it would 
be feas ible to have bides placed on the· free list in the minimum tarifi', 
which would be in the nature of a compromise, as hides would only 
come in free from those countries who gave us markets for our fresh 
meats, or other substantial advantages in return. 

As requested, I have sent a copy of Hides and Leather to Senator 
RICHARDSO~, and have asked him that when be has read the marked 
article to turn it over to Congressman HEALD. 

I will say, in conclusion, that when the tariff bill comes before the 
Senate I shall make every effort to look out for your interests. 

Yours, very truly, -

MARCH 6, 1909. 
Hon. IlAnRY A. RICHARDSON, 

United States Senate. 
MY DEAR SEN.A'.rOR: I am sending you; under separate cover, a copy 

of Hide and Leather containing a marked article. Mr. J. C. Parker, of 
Middletown, Del., asks that when you have perused it that you send 
the same to Representative HEALD. 

Yours, very truly, --- ---

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee: 

Mr. ALDRICH and 1\fr. DAVIS demanded the yeas and nays, 
and they were ordered. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BOURNE (when his name was called). I am paired 

with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE]. If he 
were present, I should vote " yea." 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). ·I have a . 
pair for the afternoon with the senior Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONEY], who has been called from the Chamber on ac- I 
count of indisposition. If he were present, he should vote 
"yea" and I should vote "nay." · · . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (when Mr. KEA.N's name was 
called). The present occupant of the chair is paired with the 
senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FR.AZIER]. If he were 
present, I would vote "nay." 

l\Ir. OLIVER (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS] . 

l\fr. :{>ERKINS (when his name was called). I again an
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
RAYNER] . As he is absent, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. SMITH of Maryland (when Mr. RAYNER'S name was 
called). The senior Senator fTom Maryland [Mr. RAYNER] is · 
unavoidably absent. If he were here, he would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (when his. name was called). 
I am paired with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
STEPHENSON]. 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an· 
nounced-yeas 46, nays 30, as follows : 

YEAS-46.. ?:~ ··: ',.-

Aldrich 
Bailey 
Borah 
Bradley 
Brandegee 
Bristow 
Brown 
Bulkeley 
Burkett 
Carter 
Clark, Wyo. 
Crawford 

Bacon 
Bankhead 
Beveridge 
Briggs 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Chamberlain 

Culberson 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dixon 
Dolliver 
Elkins 
Fletcher 
Flint 
Foster 
Gallinger 
Gamble 

Clapp 
Clay 
Crane 
Cullom 
Daniel 
Davis 
du Pont 
Frye 

... 

Guggenheim 
Hale 
Heyburn 
Hughes 
Johnson, N. Dak. 
Jones 
Lorimer 
IcCumber 

McEnery 
New lands 
Nixon 
Penrose 

NAYS-30. 
Gore 
Johnston, Ala. 
La Follette 
r ... odge 
Martin 
Nelson 
Overman 
Owen 

NOT VOTING-16. 
Bourne Frazier Oliver 
Clarke, Ark. Kean Perkins 
Depew McLaurin Rayner 
Dillingham Money Richardson 

Piles 
Scott 
Smith, Md. 
Smoot 
Stone 
Sutherland 
Taliaferro 
Warner 
Warren 
Wetmore 

Page 
Paynter 
Root 
Shively 
Smith, Mich. 
Tillman 

Simmons 
Smith, S. C. 
Stephenson . 
Taylor 

So the amendment of the Committee on 
to. 

Finance was agreed 

Mr. ALDRICH. I now ask--
Mr. STONE. Just a moment. I wish to now give notice that 

when the bill reaches the Senate I shall offer the amendment 
which I offered to-day in place of the amendment just adopted. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I now ask that paragraph 581 of the free 
list be taken up, and' I move that it be stricken out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The paragraph to which the 
Senator from Rhode Island refers will be stated. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
581. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, salted, or pickled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Rhode Is
land moves that the paragraph be stricken out. Without ob
jection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to offer fJ_n amendment to a pre
ceding paragraph. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa has an amendment 
to paragraph 448, which I hope may be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Iowa. will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. In paragraph 448, page 179, it is proposed 
to strike out lines 24 and 25 and to insert: 

Pay a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem in addition to the duty im
posed by this paragraph on leather of the same character as that from 
which they are cut. 

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no objection to that amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 

the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
DOLI.IVER]. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, for many years there has 
been carried in that paragraph a proviso making vamps, uppers, 
and other forms of cut leather suitable for manufacturing into 
boots and shoes bear a duty at the rate provided for manufac
tures of leather not otherwise enumerated. That would put 
sole leather cut in the form of soles at 40 per cent ad valOrem, 
whereas the duty on sole leather itself, as we provide in this 
bill,· is only 5 per cent ad valorem, and the duty on these cut 
forms, counted at the rate of manufactures of leather, is evi
dently exorbitant and unnecessary. 
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I have ·simply proposed that the duty on vamps, nppers, and 
other cut forms of leather shall be at a rate of 15 per cent in 
addition to the rate on the kind of leather out of whieh they 
are cut. · 

Mr: ALDRICH. I think the amendment is a very proper one. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend

ment proposed by the Senator from Iowa. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the committee will, as soon 

as possible, report their tiews upon the duties on sole leather, 
which is included iii this paragraph; but. in the meantime, I ask 
that the paragraph may go over, including the provision as to 
boots and shoes. 

The PRESIDING OI!°'FICER. Without objection, the para
graph will go over. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I r"eport from the Committee on Finance a 
.substitute for paragraph 197, which is the lumber schedule. I 
ask that it may be read, printed as an amendment, and also 
printed in the RECORD. I give notice that to-morrow morning· I 
shall ask the Senate to proceed to its consideration. I do not 
ask for a vote on it · to-night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The SECRETARY. It is proposed to substitute for paragraph 

197, on page 69, the following: 
197. Sawed boards, planks, deals, and other lumber of whitewood, 

sycamore, and basswood, 50 cents per thousand feet board measure; 
sawed lumber, not specially provided for in this section, $1.50 per 
thousa.rid feet board measure; but when lumber of any sort is planed 
or finished, there sb:l.ll be levied in addition to the rates herein pro
vided, the following : 

For one side so planed or finished, 50 cents per thousand feet board 
measure'; for planing or finishing on one side and tonguing and groov
ing, or for planing or finishing on two sides, 75 cents per thousand feet 
board measure; for planing or finishing on three sides, $1.12 ~ per thou
sand feet board measure; for planing or finishing on two sides and 
tonguing and g1·ooving or planing and finishing on tour sides, $1.50 per 
thousand feet board measure; and in estimating board measure under 
this schedule no deduction shall be made on board measure on account 
of planing, tongulng, and grooving. 

Mr . .ALDRICH. l\Ir. President, I will say with reference to 
this amendment that it is a reduction of 25 per cent on rough 
and finished lumber of all kinds from the Dingley rates, the 
existing rates, with the exception that lumber planed on one side 
retains the i::ame rate of duty-50 cents a thousand. There is 
the same differential; but otherwise there is a plain 25 per cent 
reduction upon all the rates on finished and rough lumber, mak
ing the duty on rough lumber a dollar and a half a thousand, 
and reducing the duty on finished lumber varying from 37t 
to 50 cents a thousand feet, uccording to the number of sides 
upon which it is planed. · 

Mr. BALE. Are all the rates on finished lumber in addition 
to those on sawed lumber? 

After those words I move to add tlle words " and alligator 
skins." · 

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no objection to that, Mr. President. 
Mr. FLETCHER. Then, I propose that amendment, Mr. PreSr 

ident. I also ask that paragraph 672 be reconsidered, if it has 
already been agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the vote by 
which paragraph 672 was agreed to will be reconsidered. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I now inove, Mr. PJ.·esident; that there he 
added after the words "wool on," in line 5, and within the 
parentheses, the words "and alligator skins." The effect is to 
except a1ligator skins along with sheepskins. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Flo11da will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. Paragraph 672, page 217, line 5, after the 
words " wool on," and within the parentheses, it is proposed 
to insert '.'and alligator skins," so that the words within the 
parentheses will be "except sheepskins with the wool on, and 
alltgator skins." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The paragraph as amended was agreed to. 
Mr. ALDRICH. I now ask that paragraph 343 may be taken 

up. I call the attention of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUM
MINS] to this amendment; and I ask that it may be read. 

Mr. CUMMINS. To what paragraph is the amendment? 
Mr. ALDRICH. The oilcloth paragraph, No. 343. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The SECRETARY. On page 119, in lieu of paragraph 343, the 

committee reports the following : 
343. Oilcloth for floors, plain, stamped painted, or printed only, a.nd 

linoleum, corticene, and all other floor oilcloth and fabrics or coverin"'s 
for floors made in part of oil or any similar product, if 9' feet or le'Ss 
in width, and not specially provided for herein, 8 cents per square yard 
and 15 per cent ad valorem; over 9 feet in width, 12 cents per square 
yard and 15 per cent ad valorem; any of the foregoing of whatever 
width, the composition of whlch forms designs or pattel'ns whethei· 
inlaid or otherwise, by whatever name known, and cork carpets 20 
cents per square ya.rd and 20 per cent ad valorem ; mats for floo1-s 
composed of any of the fore~?ing, shall be subject to the rate of dutY 
herein provided for oilcloth, linoleum, corticene, or other floor oilcloth · 
waterproof clotb, composed of cotton or other vegetable fiber, whethe1! 
composed in part of india rubber or otherwise, 10 cents per square yard 
and 20 per cent ad valorem. -

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, Qf course we can not tell from 
the reading wheth~r the amendment pro"poses an increase or a 
decrease. . 

Mr . .ALDRICH. They are, 
are cumulative rates. 

Mr. S_MOOT. Mr. President, the only change from the Ding
ley law on floor linoleum is as to the width. We propose to 
change the present law by providing that floor oilcloth and 
linoleum 9 feet and under shall carry the same rate of duty as 

as nnder the present law. They oilcloth under 12 feet in the Dingley law. The reason for that 
is this: Under the Dingley law it was required that oilcloth 
should be 12 feet wide in order to carry the higher rate of 
duty; but the foreign manufactUl'ers began to ship oilcloth 11 
feet 11 inches, or. in other words, they manufactured it 1 inch 
under 12 feet, aJ?.d by so doing secured the rate of 8 cents per 
square yard and 15 per cent ad valorem instead of 12 cents and 
20 per cent ad valorem. I sent to Baltimore to find out just 
how many yards of this oilcloth 11 feet 11 inches had been 
imported into that port, and I ascertained that the importa
tions of oilcloth of that width were a large percentage of im
p~tations. The regular widths in the trade· are 6 feet, 9 feet, 
and 12 feet. So in reducing the width from 12 feet to 9 feet 
we still allow the 9 feet, which is the regular width in the 
trade, to come in at the low rate and all over 9 feet wide will 
take the higher rate of ·duty. So far as trade widths are con
cerned, there is no increase over the Dingley rate. 

Mr. HA.LE. Let me ask the Senator whether he does not 
propose, before the lumber ·schedule is concluded, to report cer
t.a.in. amendments for other kinds of shorter lumber, like shingles 
and laths? 

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; the committee have an amendment in 
regard to the duty on shingles . which, I suppose, they could 
report now. It is the intentio~ of the committee to report an 
amendment to paragraph 205, increasing the rate on shingles 
from 30 to 50 cents per thousand. 

Mr. HALE. And also, I believe. with reference to laths and 
some other kinds of short lumber. I think that is the under
standing of the committee. 

Mr . .ALDRICH. Yes; that is the understanding. 
l\Ir. 1\IcCUMBER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode 

Island yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. ALDRICH. I do. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I wish to say that neither 

of these reports is the unanimous report of the Republican mem
bers of the Finance Committee. While no vote was taken upon 
it, there is no question but the majority favored the statement 
which has been made by the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
.ALDRICH]. I do not make any other report; but I shall submit 
amendments to this bill keeping down the duties, and give my 
reasons for the amendments. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode 

Island yield to the Senator from Florida? 
l\fr. ALDRICH. I do. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I ask the Senator from Rhode Island. 

while on the subject of hides and skins, to return to paragraph 
672, and to allow an amendment to be made there. It now 
reads: 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I have a substitute that I 
intend to offer for the proposition of the committee. I was very 
much opposeu to the original report of the committee, and I am 
just as much opposed to the present report of the committee. I 
desire to be heard with regard to the matter, but I do not be
lieve the chairman will ·think it proper to go on with that hear-
ing at the present time. _ 

Mr. ALDRICH. No; I will consult the convenience of the 
Senator from Iowa. I should like to have the Senator from 
Iowa, if he will, present his amendment, in order that it may be 
printed. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; I will do so; but I desire to say a word 
with regard to it. 

The difficulty with respect to this paragraph is the utter im
possibility of attaching specific rates to materials differiug so 
widely in cost and price, and I have not found it possible to 
reduce the specific duty to weight as it should be. Linoleum 
should be admitted to our custom-houses under a specific duty 

Skins of all kinds, raw _(except sheepskins with the wool on) .• _, , upon weight, but it is not pra~ticable to secure the information 
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that is necessary to compose that kind of duty. Theref~re I 
intend to offer an amendment attaching a general ad val-0rem 
duty to all these articles of 40 per cent. I now send the amend
ment to the desk. 

l\fr. ALDRICH. I ask that the amendment offered by my.self 
for the committee may be printed as an amendment and also in 
the R.Ecoip>, and I also ask that the same course be taken with 
the .amendment presented by the Senator from Iowa. 

l\fr. CUl\HITNS. That is very satisfactory. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the :absence of objection, it 

ls so ordered. 
The amendment subrµitted by Mr. CUMM.rns is as follows: 
Substitute for paragraph 343 the following: 
343. Oilcloth for floors, linoleum, cortlcene, e.nd all the fabrics or 

covering for floors made in part of oil or any similar produc~ whether 
plain, stamped, painted, or printed, or the composition of which forms 
designs or patterns, whether inlaid or otherwise, by whatever name 
known, and cork carpets, cork mats, and linoleum mats, waterproof 
cloth composed of cotton or oth-er vegetable fiber, whether composed 
in part of india rubber or otherwise, 40 pe.r <:ent ad valorem. 

Mr. CUMl\ITNS. I assume that the matter will not come up 
until after the--

Mr. ALDRICH. Not until after the lumber schedule is dis
posed of, and I will see that the Senator from Iowa is present 
when it is taken up. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, to paragraph 39, on page 11, I 
desire to offer an amendment, to which I am sure there will be 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amenilinent will be stated. 
The SEORETARY. In paragraph 39, on page 11, line 7, after 

the word " thereof " and the comma, insert " cocaine, ectonine, 
and all other salts and derivatives of the same;" arid in line 
8, after the word " ounce," insert~· and coca leaves, 5 cents per 
·pound." 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. What is the existing duty ()Il cocaine, I 
will ask the Senator! 

Mr. LODGE. The present duty on cocaine is very low. It 
comes in as a medicinal preparation. The duty proposed will be 
almost prohibitive. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The i}Uestion is on agreeing 

to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 
Mr. ALDRICH. There is a desire on the part of some Sen

ators to have a short executive session. I therefore moTe that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the ! 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent I 
ill executive session the do-ors were Teopened, and (at 6 o'clock \ 
and 55 mip.utes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-mortow, 
Wednesday, Jone 23, 1909, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

NOMINATIONS. 

Executive nominations received, by the Senate June 22, 1909. 
RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

Samuel G. Mortimer, of Bellefourche, S. Dak., to be receiver 
of public moneys at Bellefourche, a newly created office by act 
of Congress approved February 6, ·1909. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY, 

;JUDGE-ADVOCATE-GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT. 

Capt. Frank R. Lang, Second Infantry, to be judge-advocate 
with the rank of major from June 18, 1909, vice .Maj. Milton F. 
Davis, who was retired from active service on June 16, 1909. 

PROMO'I'IONS IN THE MM.Y. 

CA.-VALRY ABM. 

First Lieut. Albert A. King, Eighth Cavalry, to be captain 
from June 16, 1.909, vice Capt. Mllton F. Davis, Tenth Cavalry, 
whose resignation as a captain of cavalry was accepted to take 
effect on that date, having previously accepted an .appointment 
as judge-advocate with the rank of major. 

Second Lieut Milton G. Holliday, Fifteenth Cavalry, to be 
.first lieutenant from June 16, 1909, vice First Lieut. Albert A. 
King, Eighth Cavalry, promoted. 

FIELD ARTILLERY ARM. 

Second Lieut. Walter W. Merrill, First Field Artillery, to be 
first lieutenant from June 16, 1909, vice First Lieut. Henry L. 
Harris, jr., Third Field Artillery, retired from active service on 
that date. • 

CHAPLAIN. 

Rev. Dennis Brendan O'Sullivan, of Rhode Island, to be chap
lain with the rank of first Jieutenant from June 19, 1909, vice 

Chaplain Joseph Casey, First Infantry, whose resignation was 
accepted to take effect January 26, 1909. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Capt. Albert G. Berry to be a rear-admiral in the navy from 
the 18th day of June, 1909, vice Rear-Admiral Joseph N. Hemp
hill, retired. 

Commander William S. Hogg to be a ca-ptain in the navy from 
the 18th day of June, 1909, vice Capt. Albert G. Berry, promoted. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Joseph D. Little to be a lieutenant in 
the navy from the 2d day of February, 1909, to fill a vacancy 
existing in that grade on that date. 

Second Lieut. Edward A. Ostermann to be a fir& lieutenant in 
'the United States l\Iarine Corps from the 23d day of April, 1909, 
vice Second Lieut. James R. N. Boyd, who was aue for promo
tion, but failed to qualify and was suspended. 

Lester S. Wass to be a second lieutenant in the United States 
Marine Corps from the 23d day of April, 1909, to correct his 
middle initial as confirmed on May 7, 1909. 

PosrM.ASTERS. 
IDAEO. 

Claude H. Duval to be postmaster -at Nampa, Idaho, in place 
of Austin G. Nettleton, resigned. 

IOWA. 

W. G. Haskell to be postmaster at Oedax 'Rapids, Iowa, ill 
place of William R. Boyd, resigned. 

Oswell Z. Wellman to l!e postmaster at Arlington, Iowa. in 
place of Oswell Z. Wellman. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 30, 1909. 

MARYLAND. 

l\Iary W. Tise to be postmaster at Ryattsville, Md., in place 
of George -rrise, 9.eceased. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

George C. Look to be postmaster at Woods Hole, Mass. Office 
becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

Elisha Peterson to be postmaster at Duxbury, Mass. Office 
becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

MICHIGAN. 

Alonzo B. Hyatt to be postmaster at Linden. Mich. Office 
becomes p1·esidential .July 1, 1909. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Charles G. Melick to be postmaster at Milford, N. J. Office 
becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

George Phillips to be postmaster nt Branchville, N. J. Office 
becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

NEW YORK. 

John L. McKinney to be postmaster at Pine Bush, . N. Y. 
Office becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

Josiah S. Remington to be postmaster at Fort Ann, N. Y. 
Office becomes presidential July 1, 1909. 

NORTH DAKOTA. 

J. ·Wells Tu.·inton to be postmaster at Beach, N. Dak.. Office 
became presidential July 1, 190 . 

OKLAHOMA. 

James L. Gray to be postmaster at Tuttle, Okla·. Office be
came presidential January 1, 1909. 

Charles N. Ma~tin to be postmaster at Raileyvme, Okla. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1908. 

Albert R. Phillips to be postmaster a.t Wayn.oka, Okla. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1909. 

CONFIRMATIONS. 
Execirtive nominations confirmed oy the Senate J ,une 22, 1909. 

PROMOTION IN THE ARMY. 

Capt. Frank R. Lang to be judge-advocate with rank of major. 
POSTMASTERS. 

CONNECTICUT. 

Leonard H. Forbes, at Burnside, Conn . 
INDIANA. 

Samuel EJ. Nicoles, at Medaryville, Ind. 
NEW JERSEY. 

Ralph M. Collins, at Barnegat, N. J. 
OHIO. 

Charles B. Morris, at Columbus Grove, Ohio. 
Alva G. Sutton, at Attica, Ohio. 

.PENNSYLVANIA. 

C. Penrose Hipple, at Marietta, Pa. 
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